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SUPREME  OOUET. 

■ 

Eliza  Ann  LonaiENDYOK  and  Cathebine  Yak  Order  agt. 

Charles  Anderson. 

Biffhi  €f  loajf —  wh&n  it  0xuU  Jty  grant  cannot  be  iott  by  non^tu&r  nor  iurren- 
dered  by  verbal  deelarationi  or  looee  eotiter$ationB'-'%Dhm  by  prescription — 
Action, 

In  an  action  brofught  to  prevent  an  interference  by  the  defendant  with  the 
plaintiffs'  alleged  right  to  use  a  road  or  way  across  the  premises  of  the 
defendant,  and  to  compel  the  defendant  to  remove  obstructions  placed 
by  him  upon  said  way  to  prevent  its  use  by  the  plaintiffs  : 

HUd,  that,  as  plaintiffs'  damages  by  reason  of  being  deprived  of  the  use 
of  the  way  woidd  be  difQcult  of  estimation  in  dollars  and  cents,  and  as 
the  claimed  right  to  its  use  by  the  one  party  and  its  denial  by  the  other 
will  be  productive  of  many  actions,  unless  settled  by  this  suit,  upon  these 
two  well-understood  grounds  of  equitable  relief,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
aflSnnative  relief  sought,  that  the  defendant  be  compelled  to  remove  a 
cause  of  continuing  injury,  the  action  is  maintainable,  provided  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  use  the  road  as  they  insist  that  they  are. 

MUdj  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  of  way  across  the  defendant's 
premises,  because:  FireL  When  the  deeds  from  Frederic  Schmidt  to  the 
grantors  of  both  parties  were  given  on  April  11, 1774,  there  was  a  road 
upon  the  ground  crossing  their  premises.  That  road,  thus  established 
and  used  was  an  appurtenant  to  the  property  conveyed  by  Frederic 
Schmidt  and  passed  to  the  grantees  therein  under  the  clause  which  con- 
veys "  ways,  passages,  easements,"  ftc.,  &c.,  to  the  premises  belonging 
"  or  in  any  wise  appertaining,  or  therewith  used,  held,  occupied  or 
enjoyed,  or  reputed,  deemed  or  esteemed  as  part,  parcel  or  member 
thereof; "  and  even  without  this  clause,  the  right  to  use  the  way  would 
have  passed  as  an  appurtenant  to  the  property  conveyed. 

Second.  The  reservation  of  a  right  of  way  to  Spawn  and  Berger  was  an 
easement  in  their  favor.  The  fee  of  the  land  of  the  road  was  conveyed 
to  the  grantors  of  the  parties  to  this  action.  Each  parcel  bore  half  of 
the  burden  of  the  road,  and  if  it  was  located  more  on  one  than  on  the 
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other,  compensation  was  made  in  land.  This  arrangement  and  location 
gives  to  them  a  joint  right  of  use  as  tenants  in  common  of  the  property, 
a  right  exercised  hy  both  for  a  period  of  more  than  fifty  years,  and  which 
use  is  highly  important,  not  only  to  show  that  the  construction  given 
by  the  court  to  the  deed  was  identical  with  that  given  to  it  by  the  parties 
from  the  earliest  recollections  of  living  witnesses,  but  also  to  establish 
a  way  by  use. 

2?Urd,  The  right  of  way  would  also  pass  as  an  appurtenant  to  the  prop- 
erty conveyed  to  the  grantors  of  both  parties,  not  only  because  it  was  a 
way  established  by  grants  made  to  Spawn  and  Berger,  and  to  Paulus 
Schmidt  in  176!^,  but  also  because  the  conveyances  to  the  grantors  of  the 
parties  to  this  suit  located  a  road  upon  the  ground  the  burden  of  which 
the  properties  equally  sustain. 

Where  a  right  of  way  exists  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  by  grant,  such  right 
cannot  be  lost  by  mere  non-user.  Nor  could  it  be  surrendered  by  verbal 
declarations  and  loose  conversations,  for  an  interest  in  land  created  by 
deed  cannot  thus  be  extinguished. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  the  use  of  a  road  or  way  for  a  period  of 
more  than  fifty  years,  the  defendant  and  his  grantors  during  that 
period  having  used  the  way  where  it  passes  over  plaintiffs*  land,  and 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  grantors  have  used  it  over  the  lands  of  the 
defendant  for  an  equal  period : 

Held,  that  mere  words  of  defendant  would  not  amount  to  acts  interrupt- 
ing the  use,  and  thus  used  it  became  a  way  by  prescription. 

Qreene  Oi/rcuit^  December^  1878. 

Tbial  by  the  court  without  a  jury. 

J.  L  Werner  and  J.  A.  Chriewdld^  for  plaintiffB. 

Mr.  HaUeck  and  R,  E.  Andrewsy  for  defendant. 

"Westbeook,  J.  —  The  action  is  brought  to  prevent  an  inter- 
ference by  the  defendant  with  the  plaintife'  alleged  right  to 
use  a  road  or  way  across  the  premises  of  the  defendant,  and 
to  compel  the  defendant  to  remove  obstructions  placed  by 
him  upon  said  way  to  prevent  its  use  by  the  plaintiffs. 

As  the  plaintiffs'  damages  by  reason  of  being  deprived  of 
the  use  of  the  way  would  be  difficult  of  estimation  in  dollars 
and  cents,  and  as  the  claimed  right  to  its  use  by  the  one  party 
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and  its  denial  by  the  other  will  be  productive  of  many^actions, 
nnlesB  settled  by  this  snit,  upon  these  two  well-understood 
grounds  of  equitable  relief,  as  well  as  that  of  the  affirmative 
relief  sought,  that  the  defendant  be  compelled  to  remove  a 
cause  of  continuing  injury,  this  action  is  maintainable,  ]>ro- 
vided  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  use  the  road  as  they  insist 
that  they  are. 

The  lands  of  both  parties  are  situate  in  the  town  of  Cats- 
kill,  Greene  county,  and  are,  as  is  apparent  from  the  convey- 
ances put  in  evidenccj  and  the  recitals  in  them  contained,  a 
part  of  premises  which  formerly  belonged  to  a  Mrs.  Jannetie 
Hageman,  and  which  whole  track,  when  owned  by  her, 
extended  from  Hudson's  river  upon  the  east,  to  the  West- 
bsrgh  on  the  west,  a  distance  of  about  two  and  a-half  miles. 

Mrs.  Hageman,  on  October  18,  1759,  conveyed  the 
property  to  her  two  sons,  Dennis  Hageman  and  Jacobus 
Hageman,  who,  on  December  29,  1760,  divided  the  same 
equally  between  them.  These  facts  are  evidenced,  not  only 
by  recitals  in  the  deed  from  Jacobus  Hageman  to  Spawn  and 
Berger,  dated  June  12, 1762,  but,  also,  so  far  as  is  material  for , 
the  purposes  of  the  case,  by  those  in  the  deed  from  Frederick 
Schmidt  and  wife  to  Johannis  Sax  and  wife,  dated  April  11, 
1774,  and  also  by  those  in  the  deed  from  Frederick  Schmidt 
and  wife  to  Nicholas  Trumpbour  and  wife,  likewise  dated 
^pril  11,  1774,  the  recitals  in  which  last-mentioned  deeds  are 
evidence  in  this  action. 

Jacobus  Hageman  conveyed  the  part  which  fell  to  him  in 
the  division  with  his  brother  Dennis,  to  Philip  Spawn  and 
Johannis  Berger,  by  deed  dated  June  12,  1762,  which  deed 
was  produced  in  evidence. 

Dennis  Hageman  conveyed  his  half  to  Faulus  Schmidt  on 
the  same  day  that  his  brother  conveyed  to  Spawn  and  Berger. 
This  deed  was  not  produced,  but  this  fact  appears  from  the 
recitals  in  the  deed  from  Frederick  Schmid  and  wife  to  the 
grantors  of  plaintiff,  and  also  in  that  to  the  grantors  of 
defendant. 
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The  conveyance  of  Jacobus  to  Spawn  and  Berger  was  of  land 
npon  the  river  and  upon  the  Ealchbergh,  and  a  right  of  way 
was  reserved  across  it  nnto  Panlns  Schmidt,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  from  said  Schmidt's  land  to  the  river,  and  a  right  of 
way  was  conveyed  to  Spawn  and  Berger,  their  heirs  and  assigns 
across  Schmidt's  lands  to  the  lot  upon  the  Kalchbergh. 

The  conveyance  from  Dennis  Hageman  to  Panlns  Schmidt, 
which  is  not  produced,  but  which  also  conveyed  lands  on  the 
river  and  at  the  Kalchbergh,  must  have  contained  a  similar 
reservation  for  the  benefit  of  Spawn  and  Berger,  and  a  similar 
grant  to  enable  Schmid  to  cross  those  of  Spawn  and  Berger. 
This  is  apparent  not  only  from  the  location  of  the  premises 
of  both  grantees  (Paulas  Schmidt,  and  Spawn  and  Beiger), 
which,  as  both  owned  lands  on  Hudson's  river  and  at  the 
Kalchbergh,  made  a  road  for  each  across  the  other  necessary, 
and  as  both  deeds  (that  from  Jacobus  to  Spawn  and  Berger, 
and  that  from  Dennis  to  Paulus  Schmidt)  bore  date  on  the 
same  day,  the  improbability,  in  view  of  equal  necessity  to 
each,  that  a  road  should  be  given  to  the  one  and  not  to  the 
other,  but  also  from  the  facts,  that  whilst  the  deed  to  Spawn 
and  Berger  expressly  reserves  a  way  for  Paulus  Schmidt  across 
the  premises  conveyed  to  the  former,  it  also  conveys  a  right 
of  way  to  Spawn  and  Berger  across  the  lands  of  said  Schmidt, 
which  right  to  and  in  Spawn  and  Berger,  Frederick  Schmidt, 
the  son  of  Paulus,  expressly  recognizes  and  concedes,  by  the 
reservation  in  their  favor  contained  in  both  the  deeds  given 
by  him  under  which  the  parties  to  this  action  hold. 

As  early  then  as  June  12, 1762,  a  way  or  road  was  provided 
for  extending  from  the  Kalchbergh,  on  the  west,  to  Hudson's 
river,  on  the  east,  and  crossing  the  lands  now  owned  by  the 
plainti&  and  the  defendant.  Such  way,  as  previously 
remarked,  was  an  actual  necessity  both  to  Spawn  and  Berger 
and  to  Paulus  Schmidt,  the  father  of  Frederick.  From  the 
antiquity  of  the  transaction  it  is  impossible  to  say  whether  or 
not  such  road  was  permanently  located  prior  to  April  11, 
1774,  on  which  day,  by  two  separate  deeds,  Frederick  Schmidt, 
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the  son  of  PaalTis  Schmidt,  conveyed  to  Johannis  Sax  and 
Margaret,  his  wife,  the  southern  half  or  moiety  of  the  Paulns 
Schmidt  pnrchase,  and  to  Nicholas  Tmmpbonr  and  Elizabeth, 
his  wife,  the  northern  half  or  moiety,  '^  the  whole,"  as  both 
deeds  declare,  ^'into  two  eqnal  parts  to  be  divided."  The 
plaintifEs  claim  nnder  Sax  and  the  defendants  under  Trumpbour . 

By  these  deeds  the  grantors  in  each  also  obtained  land  at 
the  Kalchbergh  and  lands  and  privileges  at  and  upon  Hudson's 
river.  In  each  was  granted  a  right  of  way  to  cross  lands  not 
conveyed,  to  enable  them  to  reach  the  river,  an  express  grant 
of  '^  ways,  passages,  easements,  profits,  advantages,  commodi- 
ties, rights  and  appurtenances  whatsoever,  to  the  said  moieties 
of  the  three  several  lots  and  premises  hereby  granted  and 
released,  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining  or  therewith 
used,  held,  occupied  or  enjoyed,  or  reputed,  deemed  or 
esteemed  as  part,  parcel  or  member  thereof ; "  and  also  a  clause 
providing  as  follows :  '^ Always  saving  and  reserving  a  road  for 
Philip  Spawn  and  Johannis  Berger,  their  respective  heirs  and 
assigns,  from  the  landing  place  at  Green  Island  to  the  Kalch- 
bergh, and  if  one-half  of  the  road  cannot  be  conveniently 
laid  on  the  northern  moiety  or  half  part,  and  the  other  half 
on  the  southern  moiety  or  half  part,  in  that  case  the  parties 
holding  said  part  are  to  allow  land  in  compensation  to  the 
party  who  shall  have  the  greater  part  of  the  road,  so  much  as 
is. above  the  one-half,  so  that  it  may  always  be  understood, 
and  it  is  the  intent  and  meaning  of  these  presents  that  each 
half  lot  shall  bear  half  the  road,  or  allow  land  in  compensa- 
tion for  the  same." 

As  already  stated  the  deeds  from  Schmidt  bear  date  in  1774. 
When  they  were  given,  as  has  also  been  previously  mentioned, 
a  right  of  way  had  been  granted  to  Spawn  and  Berger,  across 
the  premises  now  owned  by  the  parties  to  this  suit,  and  another 
to  their  (plaintifb'  and  defendant's)  source  of  title,  Paulus 
Scfamid  over  that  of  Spawn  and  Berger,  so  that  there  was 
either  an  actual,  continuous  way  upon  the  ground,  or  one  to 
be  so  constructed,  extending  from  Hudson's  river  to  the 
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Kalchbergh.  The  conveyances  from  Schmid,  on  llth  of  April, 
1774,  located  that  road  across  the  premises  of  the  parties  to 
this  action,  and  placed  it  one-half  on  the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs 
and  one-half  on  lands  of  defendant,  wherever  the  make  of 
the  ground  would  allow,  and  if  more  land  was  taken  from  one 
moiety  than  the  other,  then  the  party  giving  the  greater 
quantity  of  land  for  the  road  was  to  be  compensated  by  land 
taken  from  the  other,  so,  to  use  the  language  of  the  two  con- 
veyances, "that  each  lot  shall  bear  half  the  road." 

As  early  as  1828,  or  1829,  there  was  a  road,  in  fact,  upon 
the  ground  extending  from  Hudson's  river  to  the  Kalchbergh. 
Where  it  crosses  the  lands  of  the  parties  to  this  action  it  runs 
generally  upon  the  line  between  them.  It  sometimes  is 
entirely  on  the  land  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  sometimes  wholly 
on  the  land  of  the  defendant.  According  to  the  evidence  of 
Robert  Hood,  the  engineer  who  surveyed  and  mapped  it, 
"  taking  its  whole  length  across  the  lands  of  parties,  the  road 
takes  about  as  much  land  from  one  as  it  does  from  the  other." 
At  the  point  where  the  dispute  has  arisen  the  road  is  wholly 
upon  the  land  of  the  defendant,  and  it  had  to  be  located  there 
by  reason  of  a  ledge  of  rocks.  This  road  has  been  used  by 
both  parties,  and  their  predecessors,  more  or  less,  down  to  the 
present  time ;  the  defendant  and  his  grantors  passing  over  that 
part  which  is  on  plaintiff's  lands,  and  the  plaintiffs  and  their 
grantors  over  that  which  is  on  defendants. 

From  the  facts  which  have  been  thus  fully  stated,  it  seems 
to  be  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  of  way  across  the 
defendant's  premises,  because : 

First.  When  the  deeds  from  Frederick  Schmidt  to  the 
grantors  of  both  parties  were  given  on  April  11,  1774,  there 
was  a  road  upon  the  ground  crossing  their  premises  from  the 
river  to  the  Kalchbergh.  The  expression  "  was "  is  used, 
because  the  deeds  to  Spawn  and  Berger  and  toPaulus  Schmid 
provide  for  one,  and  that,  in  equity,  is  done  which  mi^t  be 
done,  or  which  parties  have  agreed  should  be  done.  That 
road  thus  established  and  used,  as  it  must  have  been  by  both 
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Spawn  and  Berger  and  PatdnB  Schmidt,  to  paes  from  the  river 
to  the  Elalchbeighy  was  an  appurtenant  to  the  property  con- 
veyed by  Frederick  Schmidt,  and  passed  to  the  grantees  therein 
under  the  clause  which  conveys  ^'  ways,  passages,  easements," 
&C.,  &c.,  to  the  premises  belonging  ^^  or  in  anywise  appertain- 
ing or  therewith  used,  held,  occupied  or  enjoyed,  or  reputed, 
deemed  or  esteemed  as  part,  parcel  or  member  thereof ; "  and 
even  without  this  clause,  the  right  to  use  the  way  would  have 
passed  as  an  appurtenant  to  the  property  conveyed  {HuUemeier 
agt.  AUrOf  18  JV.  T^.,  48 ;  Zansing  agt.  WiswaUj  5  Denioj 
213).  It  is  true  that  the  reservation  in  words  is  for  the  bene- 
fit of  Spawn  and  Berger  only,  but  Schmidt,  as  the  owner  of 
the  land,  had  also  the  right  to  use  it,  and  as  that  part  of  the 
road  which  was  on  his  (Schmid's)  land  joined  on  that  which 
crossed  Spawn  and  Berger^s  prem^ps,  to  use  which  he  had 
the  right,  and  as  thereby  a  continuous  road  was  made,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  whole  way  was  used,  as  it  was  clearly 
intended  to  be,  as  an  appurtenance,  and  therefore  passed  by 
Frederick  Schmid's  conveyances. 

Second.  The  reservation  of  a  right  of  way  to*  Spawn  and 
Beiger  was  an  easement  in  their  favor.  The  fee  of  the  land 
of  the  road  was  conveyed  to  the  grantors  of  the  parties  to 
this  action  Each  parcel  bore  half  of  the  burden  of  the  road, 
and  if  it  was  located  more  on  one  than  on  the  other,  compen- 
sation was  made  in  land.  It  is  hardly  worth  while  to  argue 
the  proposition,  that  where  a  road  is  laid  upon  the  line  of 
lands  of  A  and  B  for  the  benefit  of  C,  the  owners  of  the 
adjacent  properties,  each  furnishing  one-half  of  the  road, 
could  use  such  road  as  owners  in  common  thereof.  And  what 
is  true  as  to  the  rights  of  such  owners  in  the  supposed  case,  is 
also  true  of  those  of  the  parties  to  this  action.  The  road  is 
taken  from  the  land  of  each  just  as  much  so  as  if  it  was  so 
located  that  the  division  line  between  their  lands  was  the 
center  of  the  road,  for  the  excess  of  land  taken  from  the  one 
for  the  road,  if  there  be  any,  has  been  compensated  for  in 
land  taken  from  the  other.    This  arrangement  and  location 
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gives  to  them  a  joint  right  of  use  as  tenants  in  common  of 
the  property,  a  right  exercised  by  both  for  a  period  of  more 
than  fifty  years,  and  which  use  is  highly  important,  not  only 
to  show  that  the  construction  given  by  the  court  to  the  deed 
was  identical  with  that  given  to  it  by  the  parties  from  the 
earliest  recollections  of  living  witnesses,  but  also  to  establish 
a  way  by  use. 

Third.  The  right  of  way  would  also  pass  as  an  appurtenant 
to  the  property  conveyed  to  the  grantors  of  both  parties,  not 
only  because  it  was  a  way  established  by  grants  made  to 
Spawn  and  Berger  and  to  Paulus  Schmidt  in  1762  as  stated  in 
proposition  one,  but  also  because  the  conveyances  to  the 
grantors  of  the  parties  to  this  suit  locate  a  road  upon  the 
ground  the  burden  of  which  the  properties  equally  sustained. 
That,  in  equity,  as  before  stated,  which  mtuft  be  done  is  done. 
Would  it  be  seriously  argued,  that  if  a  road  on  the  line  of  the 
two  properties,  and  taken  one-half  from  each,  had  existed 
when  Frederick  Schmid  conveyed  to  the  predecessor  of 
these  parties,  that  each  would  not  have  the  right  to  its  use 
under  the  clause  which  grants  the  use  not  only  of  all  ways 
"  appertaining  "  to  the  property,  but  of  all "  used,  held,  occu- 
pied or  enjoyed,  or  reputed,  deemed  or  esteemed  as  part  and 
parcel,  or  member  thereof  ? "  The  concession,  which  must  be 
made  in  answer  to  the  question  necessarily  concedes  the  case. 
In  equity,  and  this  is  an  equitable  action,  the  deeds  must  be 
construed  as  if  that  had  been  done  which  the  deeds  provide 
for.  We  are  to  assume  that  the  road,  which  the  deeds  order, 
was  laid.  It  is  to  be  regarded  as  one  taken  from  both  prop- 
erties equally,  and  so  located  as  to  be  of  the  greatest  conven- 
ience to  both.  Not  only  was  it  a  convenience,  but  the  loca- 
tion of  the  properties  shows  it  was  a  necessity  to  both.  It  is 
true  that  to  Spawn  and  Berger  was  reserved  the  right  to  use  it, 
but  such  right  is  not  declared  to  be  exclusive,  on  the  contrary 
to  the  grantees  in  the  deeds,  in  which  such  reservation  was 
made,  was  given  the  fee  of  the  land,  each  sustaining  half 
the  burden  of  the  road,  and  then,  as  if  placing  its  fee  in  both 
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was  not  sufficient  to  secure  its  joint  use,  and  in  order  to  free 
the  case  from  all  question  and  doubt,  each  deed  provides  for 
the  use  by  the  grantee  therein  named  of  all  roads,  ways  and 
easements,  in  language  so  full  and  copious  that  nothing  can  be 
added.  If,  when  the  deeds  are  to  be  read  as  if  the  way  which 
they  provide  for  was  constructed  at  the  time  of  their  execution, 
and  so  they  must  be  read  under  the  well-known  equitable 
maxim  referred  to,  a  right  of  way  does  not  pass  to  the  gran- 
tees of  each  deed,  their  heirs,  and  assigns,  then  language  is 
powerless  to  express  thought. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  a  right  of  way  exists  in 
favor  of  the  plaintifEs  by  grant,  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to 
pursue  the  discussion  of  other  questions.  It  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  such  right  could  not  be  lost  by  mere  non-user  {Jewett 
agt.  Jewettj  16  Bwrhour^  160,  157 ;  White  agt.  Crawford^  10 
Massaohusetta^  183  ;  Arnold  agt.  Stevens^  24  Pickering^  106  ; 
Smyles  agt.  Hastings^  22  N.  F.,  217,  224;  Pope  agt. 
(yHarra,  48  iT.  Z".,  446,  452).  Neither  could  it  be  sur- 
rendered by  verbal  declarations  and  loose  conversations,  for  an 
interest  in  land  created  by  deed  cannot  thus  be  extinguished. 

The  attempt  will  not  be  made  to  discuss  fully  the  question 
of  a  way  by  user.  The  evidence  shows  such  use  for  a  period 
of  more  than  fifty  years.  The  defendant  and  his  grantors, 
,  during  that  period,  have  used  the  way  where  it  passes  over 
plaintifb'  lands,  and  the  plaintiffs  and  their  grantors  have 
used  it  over  the  lands  of  the  defendant  for  an  equal  period. 
Mere  words  of  defendant  would  not  amount  to  acts  inter- 
rupting the  use  {Miller  agt.  GarlocJcy  8  Ba/rbour^  153 ;  Mdb- 
imon  agt.  PhUHps,  56  JV.  Y.j  634).  Thus  used  it  became  a 
way  by  prescription. 

The  result  of  my  examination  is  that  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  judgment  as  asked  for  in  the  complaint. 
Vol.  LIX        2 
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COUET  OF  APPEALS. 

Edwaiid  ^miG,  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt.  The  National 

City  Bank  of  Brooklyn. 

* 

Duty  and  negligence  of  edUeeting  agent. 

An  out  of  town  note  or  draft  deposited  with  a  bank  for  collection  may  be 
sent  by  mail  to  the  bank  on  which  it  is  drawn  or  made  payable,  pro- 
vided that  be  the  ordinary  method  of  transacting  such  business.  Such 
first-mentioned  bank  is  authorized  to  surrender  the  note  given  for  col- 
lection to  the  bank  upon  which  it  was  drawn  on  receiving  its  draft  for 
the  amount. 

In  an  action  against  a  bank  for  negligence,  while  acting  as  a  collection 
agent,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  in  what  respect  the 
defendant  has  been  negligent.  So  long  as  the  collecting  agent  has  pur- 
sued the  ordinary  and  reasonable  methods  of  making  the  collection,  it 
is  free  from  fault.  What  is  sufficient  evidence  of  agency  considered. 
The  effect  of  not  presenting  a  note  or  check  payable  at  the  particular 
place  where  it  is  payable  discussed  and  explained.  Payment  made  by 
check  or  note,  when  inoperative  if  such  check  or  note  be  dishonored. 
Effect  of  failure  of  the  bank  pending  the  collection.  Insolvency  must 
be  proved  and  will  not  be  presumed. 

Decided  February  24,  1880. 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant,  in  the  city  court  of 
Brooklyn,  to  recover  $1,009.90,  damages,  for  gross  negligence 
in  and  about  the  collection  of  a  promissory  note  for  that 
amount. 

The  defendant,  in  answer  to  the  complaint,  alleged  that  the 
promissory  note  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  as  a  banking 
institution  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  defendant  send  the 
same  through  the  mail  to  the  Bank  of  LowviUe,  at  Lowville, 
in  the  state  of  New  York,  where  the  said  promissory  note 
was  made  payable ;  that  said  promissory  note  was  so  delivered 
to  the  defendant  on  about  the  21st  day  of  December,  1877, 
and  that  the  defendant  forwarded  the  same  by  mail  to  the  said 
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Bank  of  Lowville  on  the  said  2l8t  day  of  December,  1877, 
and  that  the  defendant,  on  the  29th  day  of  December,  1877, 
received  by  mail,  from  the  said  Bank  of  Lowville,  a  draft  in 
the  words  and  figores  following  on  account  of  said  promis- 

sorv  note : 

•- 

'M'oTir  ^ixi^lr  i  United  SUtat  two  cent ) 

J.10V    xuiJL.  I       Btamp,  canceled.       $ 

Bank  op  Lowville,  Lewis  County,  i 

$1,008.65.  Lowville,  December  28,  1877. ) 

German  American  Bank,  New  York,  pay  to  the  order  of 
A.  A.  Bowe,  cashier,  ten  hundred  and  eight  ^^  dollars. 

No.  13460.  E.  H.  BUSH, 

Cashier. 

That  the  said  draft  was  received  by  defendant  on  Saturday 
afternoon,  December  29,  1877,  after  3  o'clock;  that  the 
defendant  sent  the  said  draft  with  its  other  exchanges  in  the 
usual  course  of  its  business,  to  the  clearing-house  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  on  Monday  morning,  December  31,  1877, 
and  that  it  was  returned  to  the  defendant  through  its  clearing- 
house agent  in  the  usual  course  of  its  business  on  the  2d  day 
of  January,  a.  d.  1878,  with  a  ticket  attached  on  which  were 
printed  the  words  ^^  not  good ; "  that  the  defendant  immedi- 
ately gave  notice  of  the  non-payment  of  said  draft  to  the 
plaintifiE,  and  that  thereupon  the  plaintiff  gave  to  the  defend- 
ant his  check  for  $1,008.65  to  counter-balance  the  credit  for 
that  amount  which  the  defendant,  on  the  29th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1877,  on  the  receipt  by  mail  of  said  draft,  had  given  to 
the  plaintiff. 

The  trial  judge  held  that  there  was  no  positive  proof  of 
actual  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  that  none 
could  be  inferred  from  the  evidence,  and  thereupon  dismissed 
the  complaint,  with  costs. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term  where  the  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  was  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

The  defendant,  thereupon,  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals. 
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W.  H.  ffoUiSy  for  defendant  and  appellant. 

Bl/wmensteil  dk  Ascher^  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 

Eapallo,  J. —  The  note,  which  was  placed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  for  collection,  was  payable  at 
the  Bank  of  Lowville,  and  it  was,  consequently,  the  duty  of 
the  defendflint  to  present  it  to  that  bank  for  payment.  The 
first  question  which  arises  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  any  negligence  in  the  manner  of  presentment, 
from  which  the  plaintiff  sustained  damage.  It  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  there  were  no  indorsers  on  the  note,  and  that  all 
that  was  to  be  done  was  to  demand  payment.  The  defendant, 
instead  of  sending  the  note  to  an  agent  or  correspondent  at 
Lowville  for  presentment,  sent  it  by  mail  directly  to  the  bank 
where  it  was  payable.  This  appears  to  be  an  ordinary  method 
of  transacting  such  business,  and  the  defendant  was  bound 
only  to  adopt  the  ordinary  mode.  It  is  sanctioned  in  England 
in  the  cases  of  Heywood  agt.  Pickering  (9  Z.  H.  Q,  jB.,  428) ; 
PHdecmx  agt.  OutUe  (Z.  R.^  4  Q.  B.j  461) ;  Barley  agt 
Bodmham  (16  C.  B,  N.  S.,  295) ;  Rare  agt.  HwnO&y  (10  C. 
B.  N.  8.^  65);  and  in  this  state  in  Shepsey  agt.  Bowery 
National  Bwnk  (59  N.  Z".,  485).  But,  however  this  may  be, 
no  injury  appears  to  have  resulted  from  this  mode  of  present- 
ment, for  the  note  reached  the  bank  on  the  twenty-seventh  of 
December,  the  day  it  was  due,  and  the  bank  recognized  the 
presentment  by  remitting  a  draft  in  payment.  The  loss 
occurred  through  the  subsequent  failure  of  the  bank,  and  the 
consequent  non-payment  of  this  draft.  The  same  result 
ensued  which  would  have  taken  place  if  the  defendant  had 
sent  the  note  to  a  third  party  as  sub-agent  for  collection. 
Such  sub-agent  would  have  been  authomed,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  to  surrender  the  note  to  the  bank  on 
receiving  its  draft  on  New  York,  because  the  proceeds  were 
not  to  be  used  in  Lowville  but  to  be  transmitted  to  the  defend- 
ant in  New  York  or  Brooklyn.    There  is  no  proof  in  the  case 
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that  if  the  note  had  been  presented  by  a  third  party  at  the 
connter  of  the  bank  at  Lowville  it  would  have  been  paid  in 
cash,  bnt  a^nming  that  it  would,  it  would  have  been  the  dnty 
of  the  agent  to  transmit  the  funds  to  the  defendant,  and  a 
proper  method  of  doing  this  would  have  been  to  purchase  a 
draft  on  New  York.  There  being  nothing  in  the  case  to  show 
that  the  Bank  of  Lowville  was  not  in  good  credit  at  the  time, 
the  sub-agent  would  have  been  authorized  to  purchase  its 
draft  with  the  proceeds  of  the  note.  Instead  of  going  through 
these  useless  formalities  he  might  properly  have  taken  the 
draft  in  the  first  instance.  No  damage  was  caused,  therefore, 
by  not  employing  a  sub-agent.  Besides  it  appears  to  be  a 
usual  mode  of  transacting  such  business  to  collect  paper  pay- 
able at  a  bank  at  a  distance  in  the  manner  which  the  defend- 
ant adopted. 

The  draft  was  not  sent  forward  until  the  twenty-eighth. 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  this  was  an  unreasonable  delay, 
nor  was  it  even  shown  that  there  was  any  mail  after  business 
hours  on  the  twenty-seventh  by  which  the  draft  could  have 
been  sent.  The  bank  of  Lowville  was  entitled  to  the  whole 
of  the  business  day  of  the  twenty-seventh  within  which  to 
pay  the  note. 

Up  to  this  stage  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant is  shown.  Then  was  there  any  shown  in  collecting  the 
draft  ?  At  what  time  the  defendant  received  the  draft,  or  what 
was  done  with  it,  appears  only  from  the  admissions  in  the 
answer,  which  show  that  the  defendant  received  the  draft  on 
Saturday,  December  twenty-ninth,  after  business  hours,  and 
sent  it  in  the  usual  course  of  business  to  the  clearing-house 
in  the  city  of  New  York  on  Monday  morning,  December  thir- 
iy-one,  and  it  was  returned  to  the  defendant  through  the 
clearing-house  in  the  usual  course  of  business  on  the  second 
of  January,  not  good.  It  also  appears  that  the  defendant 
gave  immediate  notice  of  non-payment  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  allegation  of  negligence  lies  at  the  foundation  of  this 
action,  and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  point  out  in 
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what  respect  the  defendant  has  been  negligent.  So  long  as  it 
has  pursued  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  methods  of  making 
the  collection,  it  is  free  from  f anlt;  and  we  fail  to  see  in  what 
respect  they  have  been  departed  from.  Sending  the  draft 
through  the  clearing-house  for  collection  was  the  usual  and 
proper  mode  (Tv/mer  agt.  Bamkof  Fox  Ldke^  8  Keyes^  425). 
The  plaintifp,  however,  resorts  to  another  ground  of  liability, 
and  contends  that  by  sending  the  note  to  the  Bank  of  Lowville 
the  defendant  constituted  that  bank  its  agent  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  note,  and  is  therefore  liable  for  the  proceeds  as 
having  been  received  by  the  Bank  of  Lowville,  the  last-named 
bank  being  deemed  to  have  received  the  proceeds  by  charg- 
ing the  amount  of  the  note  against  its  customer,  the  maker, 
and  by  this  circuitous  mode  of  reasoning  the  defendant  is 
sought  to  be  made  liable  for  the  solvency  of  the  Bank  of 
Lowville.  We  do  not  think  that  any  such  agency  was  created. 
The  note,  in  so  far  as  relates  to  its  presentment  at  the  bank, 
and  the  duties  of  the  bank  in  respect  to  it,  was  equivalent  to 
a  check  drawn  by  the  maker  upon  the  bank  where  the  note 
was  made  payable  {jEPna  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Fowrth  National 
Bankj  46  Jf.  Y.j  88).  The  bank  owed  a  duty  to  its  customer 
to  pay  it  on  presentation,  if  in  funds.  The  defendant  used 
the  United  States  mail  as  its  messenger  to  make  the  present- 
ment, and  by  this  means  caused  it  to  be  presented  to  the  bank 
for  payment  on  the  day  when  due.  It  did  not  deposit  it 
there  for  collection.  If  there  had  been  indorsers,  it  might  be 
argued  that  the  defendant  constituted  the  Bank  of  Lowville 
its  agent  to  notify  the  indorsers  of  non-payment ;  but  even 
this  is  very  questionable,  for  it  was  held  in  a  similar  case  that 
if  the  proceeds  were  not  remitted  the  paper  should  be  deemed 
dishonored  and  notice  of  non-payment  should  be  given  by  the 
bank  which  had  sent  it  (Bailey  agt.  Brodenham,  16  O.  B. 
[iT.  aS],  288).  No  such  question  arises,  however,  in  the 
present  case,  for  there  were  no  indorsers.  The  defendant,  by 
sending  the  note  to  the  Bank  of  Lowville,  requested  it  to  pay 
it,  not  to  receive  the  proceeds.    The  object  of  sending  was  to 
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extract  money  from  the  bank  as  agent  of  the  maker  of  the 
note,  not  to  put  money  in  the  bank  as  agent  of  the  defendant, 
or  to  the  credit  of  the  defendant.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
nature  of  the  transaction  which  should  render  the  defendant 
guarantor  of  the  solvency  of  the  Bank  of  Lowville.  It  was 
recently  held  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  The 
Merchants  amd  Mechanic^  BarJc  of  Troy^  decided  October, 
1879,  that  by  sending  a  check  through  the  mail  to  the  bank 
on  which  it  was  drawn,  the  sender  did  not  constitute  that 
bank  its  agent  to  receive  the  proceeds ;  and  as  before  said  a 
note  payable  at  a  bank  where  the  maker  keeps  his  account  is 
equivalent  to  a  check  drawn  by  him  upon  that  bank,  except 
that  in  the  case  of  a  note  the  failure  to  present  for  payment 
does  not  discharge  the  maker.  But  as  far  as  the  question  now 
under  consideration  is  concerned,  the  effect  is  the  same.  The 
bank  on  which  the  note  is  drawn  has  nothing  to  do  but  to  pay 
the  note  if  in  funds,  and  if  not  refuse  to  pay.  If  it  pays,  it 
does  so  in  behalf  of  the  maker  and  no  relation  is  created 
between  it  and  one  who  presents  it  by  mail  different  from 
that  which  would  exist  if  presented  through  any  other  agency, 
unless  accompanied  by  a  request  to  do  some  further  act  in 
behalf  of  the  sender,  beyond  complying  with  its  duty  to  its 
own  customer. 

The  case  is  also  defective  in  respect  to  the  question  of 
damages.  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  maker  of  the  note 
is  discharged.  Where  a  note  is  payable  at  a  bank  an  entire 
failure  to  present  it  for  payment  does  not  discharge  the  maker 
(  WalooU  agt,  Vom  Somtvoo7*dy  17  Johns.^  248 ;  Oreen  agt. 
OovngSy  7  Barb.,,  662 ;  CaHdnjoeU  agt.  Cassidy^  8  Cow.^  271). 
If  the  maker  has  not  sufficient  funds  in  the  bank,  the  omission 
to  present  it  is  of  no  consequence.  If  he  has  funds  there,  he 
can  plead  it  by  way  of  tender  and  is  relieved  from  liability 
only  for  interest  and  costs,  and  even  if  the  bank  fails  with  the 
funds  in  its  hands  this  is  no  defense  to  the  note  {Rugglea  aqt. 
Patter^  8  Mass.y  480 ;  Fenton  agt.  Goudryy  13  Host,  473 ; 
Turner  agt  Raydon^  4  Bam.  <&  Oress.y  1).     The  bank  is,  in 
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such  cases,  regarded  simply  as  the  ageat  or  depository  of  the 
note  or  acceptor  of  the  bill,  and  he  alone  suffers  by  its  failnre, 
and  his  promise  to  pay  is  not  discharged.  In  this  respect  only 
a  note  or  bill  payable  at  bank  differs  from  a  check.  There- 
fore, if  there  had  been  no  presentment  whatever,  and  the 
bank  had  failed  with  sufficient  funds  of  the  maker  in  its 
hands  to  pay  the  note,  the  maker  was  still  liable. 

The  attempt  of  the  bank  to  pay  the  note  by  a  draft  which 
was  not  good  was  no  payment,  and  on  notice  of  the  non-pay- 
ment of  the  draft  the  plaintiff  could  have  tendered  it  back 
and  demanded  his  note,  or  could  have  sued  upon  the  note, 
even  without  giving  indemnity,  as  the  note  was  io  the  posses- 
sion of  the  maker,  having  been  returned  to  him  by  the  bank. 
The  plaintiff  could  not  even  set  up,  in  bar  of  costs  and 
interest,  that  he  had  the  money  in  the  bank ;  for  his  account 
was  short,  and  was  not  made  up  until  after  the  bank  had 
failed.  ^Neither  was  the  maker  misled  by  anything  that  had 
been  done,  for  the  bank  failed  on  the  same  day  that  he  received 
back  his  note  by  mail,  and  he  was  at  a  distance  and  could  have 
done  nothing  if  he  had  known  that  the  note  was  not  paid. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  maker  was  not  solvent,  or 
that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  damage. 

On  both  grounds  we  think  the  order  appealed  from  should 
be  reversed  and  the  judgment  of  nonsuit  affirmed. 

FoLGEB  and  And&ews,  JJ.,  concur.  Ohuboh,  Ch.  J.,  con- 
curs on  question  of  damages.  Milleb,  Eabl  and  Danfobth, 
JJ.,  dissent. 

NoTB.  —  A  motion  for  areargoment  was  subsequently  made  and  denied. 
[Rbf. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Rotal  BAKora  Powdbb  CoMPAiirr  agt.  Gsobob 

Shbkbill  et  al, 

TrSdMnarh^tBhm  a  wffd  beeameB  property  and  Uf  tue  a»  a  trade-mark 

mU  be  protected. 

Where  the  case  clearly  shows  that  the  plaintiffs  and  those  through  whom 
they  claim  were  the  first  to  use  the  word  "  royal "  as  a  portion  of  their 
trade-mark  in  connection  with  flavoring  extracts,  and  have  continued 
its  use  for  a  considerable  number  of  years: 

EM,  that,  such  appropriation  of  thisword,  although  it  is  a  common  one, 
to  distinguish  an  article  produced  by  them,  and  although  it  is  only 
applied  to  one  grade  of  the  article  they  manufacture,  but  by  which  dis- 
tinctive appellation  it  has  come  to  be  known,  dealt  in,  and  used,  gives 
to  the  plaintiffs  the  right  to  its  exclusive  use  in  respect  to  such  produc- 
tion and  such  right  will  be  protected. 

Special  Term,  Janua/ry,  1880. 
James  W.  Gerard,  for  plaintiff. 

0.  JUL.  Ma/rah,  for  defendant 

Van  Vobst,  J. —  The  case  clearly  shows  that  the  plaintife 
and  those  through  whom  they  claim  were  the  first  to  nse  the 
word  "  royal "  as  a  portion  of  their  trade-mark  in  connection 
with  fiavoring  extracts ;  and  that  its  use  has  been  continued 
by  them  ever  since  the  year  1868. 

Such  appropriation  of  this  word,  although  it  is  a  common 
one,  to  distinguish  an  article  produced  by  them,  and  although 
it  is  only  applied  to  one  grade  of  the  article  they  manufacture, 
but  by  which  distinctive  appellation  it  has  come  to  be  known, 
dealt  in,  and  used,  gives  to  the  plaintiff  the  right  to  its  exclu- 
sive use  in  respect  to  such  production. 

If  the  defendant  produces  a  kindred  article  he  should  desig- 

YoL.  LIX        3 
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nate  it  by  Bome  other  distinctive  word  or  character,  and  not 
appropriate  to  himself ;  a  term  by  which  the  plaintiff's  article 
is  peculiarly  known  and  distingoished. 

iNatoral  justice  snggests  such  course.  The  defendants' 
article  is  put  up  in  packages  quite  similar  to  those  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  it  can  be  readily  understood  that  the  defendants' 
use  of  the  word  "royal,"  although  followed,  as  it  is,  by  the 
term  "  standard,"  is  calculated  to  mislead  purchasers  who  call 
for  the  "  royal "  extract. 

The  word  "  royal "  in  regard  to  an  article  produced  by  one 
manufacturer,  when  a  similar  article  is  also  produced  by 
others,  may  get  a  reputation,  and  go  into  use  in  connection 
with  that  word.  In  such  case  the  word  itself  becomes  prop- 
erty, to  the  extent  above  indicated,  to  the  one  who  first  dis- 
tinctly appropriates  it  to  his  use.  Such  seems  to  be  the  case 
with  theplaintiff'&artiole  in  connection  with  the  word  "  royal." 
Plaintiffs  ought  not  to  lose  the  advantage  of  their  appropriation 
of  this  word  through  the  action  of  others  whether  designed 
or  unintentional. 

The  fact  that  the  defendants  had  used  the  word  "  royal "  in 
connection  with  a  grade  of  mustard  made  by  them,  gives  no 
right  to  its  use  to  designate  a  flavoring  extract  after  the  plain- 
tiff had  first  distinctly  adopted  the  use  of  the  word  for  such 
other  production. 

Prior  in  time,  prior  in  right.  There  should  be  judgment 
in  favor  of  plaintiff,  restraining  the  use  by  the  defendants 
of  the  word  "  royal,"  singly  or  as  qualifying  any  other  words 
to  designate  'flavoring  extracts. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 

The  People  ex  rd.  Mabt  A.  Beattib  agt. 'David  Mo  Adah, 

justice,  &c. 

BwiMMvry  proeeeding»  for  nonrpxymerU  qf  rent — when  may  he  maintained 

by  lesear. 

The  acceptance  of  a  chattel  mortgage  postponing  the  payment  of  past 
due  installments  of  rent  upon  a  lease,  and  securing  the  payment  of  the 
subsequent  installments  of  rent  as  they  mature,  does  not  prevent  the 
lessor  from  maintaining  summary  or  other  proceedings  founded  on  a 
default  in  the  payment  of  the  subsequently  accrued  installments. 

Special  Termy  May^  1880. 

The  relator  was  diepossessed  from  the  premises  No.  7  "Wash- 
ington place,  by  Mr.  justice  MoAdam,  for  the  non-payment  of 
certain  installments  of  rent  secured  by  a  chattel  mortgage. 
The  justice  decided  the  rule  to  be  as  stated  in  the  head-note. 
The  adjudication  was  brought  into  the  supreme  court  for 
review  upon  certiorari.  The  respondent  moved  to  quash 
the  writ 

Orm^  cfe  Fitzpdtrichy  for  relator. 

Ira  A.  Wa/rreny  for  respondent. 

Seach,  «/.  —  The  proceedings  were  taken  on  account  at 
rent  unpaid  from  January  1  to  April  1,  1880.  They  were 
not  based  upon  the  sum  accrued  prior  to  January  one.  That 
was  specifically  secured  by  the  chattel  mortgage  and  its  pay- 
ment deferred  until  1881.  All  reference  to  the  rent,  men- 
tioned here,  in  the  mortgage  is  as  follows :  The  party  of  the 
first  part  shall  well  and  truly  pay  "  such  other  or  further  sum 
or  sums  as  may  remain  due  and  unpaid  for  the  rent  of  prem- 
ises *  *  *  from  January  1,  1880,  to  May  1, 
1880,"  &c.,  &c. 
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The  date  in  1881  is  named  for  the  payment  of  the  first 
installment  of  the  $453.02  in  arrear,  and  has  no  connection 
with  paragraph  above  qnoted.  I  am  nnable  to  discover  any 
postponement  of  the  rents  in  question.  The  mortgage 
merely  secures  whatever  balance  may  remain  still  due  at  the 
end  of  the  term.  The  logical  sequence  of  any  other  conten- 
tion would  enable  the  relator  to  i^main  in  possession,  without 
payment,  until  January  15, 1881,  then  to  begin  paying  at  the 
rate  of  twenty  dollars  per  month.  Such  a  variation  of  the 
written  lease  could  not  be  made,  except  by  clear  and  unam- 
biguous words.    The  writ  must  be  dismissed. 


COUET  OF  APPEALS. 
Horace  B.  Claflin  et  (U.  agt.  Julius  Baebb  and  Louis  Baebb. 

Appeal — order  mtting  <uide  aUaeihiment  iwt  appealable. 

An  order  setting  aside  and  vacating  an  attachment  is  not  reviewable  in 
the  court  of  appeals. 

Beaided  March  2, 1880. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  order  of  general  term  affirming 
an  order  of  special  term,  setting  aside  and  vacating  a  warrant 
of  attachment.  The  opinion  of  Babbeit,  J.,  as  well  as  the 
affidavits  in  the  case  are  reported  in  57  Sowardy  page  78. 

A.  BhimensieUy  for  defendants  and  respondents. 

1.  The  order  is  not  appealable,  the  motion  to  vacate  the 
attachment  was  founded  upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  papers 
on  which  it  was  granted.  The  court  at  special  term  and 
general  term  decided  that  the  attachment  should  be  set  aside. 
This  is  not  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  and  the  order  is  not 
appealable  {Allen  agt.  Meyer j  71  i\r.  Y.j  1 ;  Wallace  agt. 
CasOe,  68  iT.   Z.,  373 ;  Ziddle  agt.  Paton^  67  -ZT.  Z".,  393). 
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Even  if  the  affidavits  had  been  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
granting  of  an  attachment,  the  exercise  of  that  power  is 
purely  discretionary^  The  language  of  section  635  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedare  is  that  an  attachment  ^^may  be 
granted,"  etc.  It  does  not  appear  but  that  the  general  term 
considered  the  whole  case,  including  the  affidavit  of  Thomas 
D.  Adams,  interposed  on  the  motion,  and  the  answering  affi- 
davit of  the  defendant.  The  order  of  the  special  term  recites 
the  reading  of  all  the  affidavits  {See  Godfrey  agt.  Godfrey^ 
75  If.  y.,  434).  It  then  became  a  mere  matter  of  discretion 
whether,  upon  all  the  facts,  the  court  was  authorized  to  set 
aside  the  attachment,  and  the  case  comes  clearly  within  the 
decision  of  Alien  agt.  Meyer  {mprcC). 

SamMel  Hwndy  for  plaintiffs,  respondent. 

Danfobth,  J. — The  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  the  order 
appealed  from  not  being  one  that  is  reviewable  in  this  court 
(59  N.  T.y  313 ;  68  id.y  370 ;  71  id.^  694). 

Appeal  dismissed. 

All  concur. 


SUPEEME  COTJET. 


Thb  Fiee  DEPABTifENT  OF  Wbst  Tbot  agt.  G.  Pabish  Ogdbn 

and  EzBA  E.  Yail. 

Fbrdgn  inrndrarhce  companies — agents  of — penalty  for  notfiUng  Jxmd — Laws 

of  1879,  dapter  158. 

Where  the  defendants  had  iaBued  several  policies  of  insurance  upon  prop- 
erty located  in  West  Troy,  and  had  paid  the  two  dollars  upon  the  hun- 
dred on  premiums  received,  but  had  not  given  the  bond  required  by  tho 
statute  (Laws  of  1876,  chapter  859,  toMch  i$  amendatory  of  chapter  465  of 
Laiws  of  1875),  in  an  action  to  recover  the  penalty  for  not  having  given 
the  bond  as  required  by  the  statute  : 

RM,  that,  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  (Lwim  of  1879,  chapt&r  168) 
which  again  amends  the  acts  of  1875  and  1876,  the  right  to  such  penal- 
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ties,  when  the  premium  has  been  paid,  is  taken  away,  and  the  statute 
necessarily  ineludes  and  covers  the  case  of  a  suit  already  brought,  as 
well  as  that  of  one  to  be  brought 
Where  a  penalty  has  been  imposed  by  law,  the  legislature  has  power  to 
repeal  it  entirely,  or  to  limit  the  cases  in  which  it  is  recoverable,  even 
though  an  action  has  been  brought  for  its  recovery. 

AUbamy  Circuity  Ma/y^  1879. 
Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  judge's  minutes. 
A,  J.  Colvin  and  T.  McMwrmvs^  for  plaintiff. 
Smithy  Fv/rmum,  <&  Coweriy  opposed. 

"Westbeook,  J. —  By  chapter  359  of  the  Laws  of  1876, 
which  is  amendatory  of  chapter  465  of  the  Laws  of  1875, 
every  agent  of  a  fire  insurance  company,  not  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  this  state,  must  pay  for  the  benefit  of  the 
fire  department  of  the  village  or  city  in  which  any  insurance 
shall  be  effected  upon  property  located  therein,  except  in  the 
cities  of  New  York  and  Albany,  two  dollars  upon  every  hun- 
dred dollars  premiums  received  for  such  insurance. 

The  act  further  requires  a  bond  to  be  given  by  every  agent, 
conditioned  for  a  faithful  annual  account  of  premiums  received. 
A  penalty  of  $200  is  given  for  every  policy  issued  by  an 
agent  who  has  not  given  the  bond. 

The  defendants  in  the  present  action  had  issued  several 
policies  of  insurance  upon  property  located  in  West  Troy,  and 
had  paid  the  two  dollars  upon  the  hundred  on  premiums 
received,  but  had  not  given  the  bond  required  by  the  statute. 
It  was  held  upon  the  trial  that  the  actual  payment  of  the 
premiums  did  not  bar  the  action  {Fire  Department  qf  Whiter- 
horo  agt.  Thomjpsony  16  Hwrhy  474). 

A  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendants  was,  however,  ordered^ 
because,  by  chapter  153  of  Laws  of  1879,  which  again 
amends  the  acts  of  1875  and  1876  aforesaid,  it  is  provided : 
"  But  no  action  shall  be  maintained,  or  recovery  be  had  in  any 
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eonrt  of  this  Btate,  for  or  on  account  of  any  Buch  offenfle 
heretofore  happening;  nor  shall  any  court  have  power  or 
authority  to  render  judgment  for  or  on  account  of  any  such 
offense  heretofore  happening,  when  such  agent  shall  have  paid 
to  the  party  entitled  to  the  same  the  premium  required  to  be 
paid  by  section  one  of  this  act,  as  amended  by  section  one 
of  chapter  three  hundred  and  fifty-nine  of  the  Laws  of  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  seventy-nine." 

A  motion  is  now  made  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  judge's 
minutes,  and  it  is  claimed  that  as  the  penalties  had  been, 
incurred  when  the  present  action  was  begun,  the  recent 
statute  should  be  so  construed  as  not  to  affect  an  action 
already  commenced,  and  that  as  the  right  to  the  penalties 
had  become  vested,  such  right  could  not  be  taken  away  by 
the  legislature. 

It  is  conceded  that  statutes  must  have  a  prospective  opera- 
tion only,  unless  the  intent  that  they  shall  have  a  retrospective 
effect  also  is  manifested  by  clear  words.  Cases  quite  numer- 
ous can  be  found,  and  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
have  cited  several,  in  which  courts  have  given  statutes  a  pro- 
spective operation.  Each  statute,  however,  must  be  construed 
by  its  own  words.  It  is  dear  that  the  act  of  1879  must  oper- 
ate retrospectively,  for  it  declares  that,  when  the  premiums 
have  been  paid,  though  no  bond  has  been  given,  that  no  court 
has  "  power  or  authority  to  render  judgment  for  or  on  account 
of  any  such  offense  heretofore  happening."  This  language 
is  as  sweeping  and  broad  as  can  be  made.  It  necessarily 
includes  and  covers  the  case  of  a  suit  already  brought,  as  well 
as  that  of  one  to  be  brought,  and  in  any  and  every  case  the 
court  is  deprived  of  jurisdiction  to  render  judgment  for  any 
"  offense  heretofore  happening"  when  the  premium  has  been 
paid.  No  other  constimction  of  the  words,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
is  possible.  Actions  pending  are  not  exempted  from  the 
operation  of  the  statute,  and  such  cases  must,  therefore,  be 
affected  by  the  plain  language  used. 

There  was  no  such  vested  right  in  the  plaintiff  that  the  act 
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must  be  held  invalid  for  that  reafion.  A  penalty  had  been 
imposed  by  law,  and  the  legislature  has  power  to  repeal  it 
entirely,  or  to  limit  the  cases  in  which  it  was  recoverable,  as 
it  in  fact  has  done,  even  thongh  an  action  has  been  brought 
for  its  recovery  {Butter  agt.  Palmer ^  1  Billy  824 ;  see  opinion 
of  judge  Cowen  on  pages  329,  880,  cfec.  /  Smitib  agt.  BamJcery 
8  Howard! B  Pr.^  142 ;  Chwrch  agt.  Rhodes^  6  Howard! %  Pr. 
281). 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be  denied,  with  ten  dol- 
lars costs. 


STJPEEME  COURT. 


Louis  0.  EUuenstein,  as  general  guardian  of  Louisa  Kull,  agt. 
Barbara  Kull,  John  P.  Holler  and  Henry  "Wolff. 

Pleading — demurrer  io  eamplairU — (tcti&n  by  general  guardian  on  an  admin- 

ietratriafi  bond  —  ParUee — Preeun^^tume, 

An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  general  guardian  in  his  own  name  to 
recover  a  debt  due  to  his  ward. 

Where  the  decree  of  a  surrogate  directed  an  administratrix  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  general  guardian  of  their  infants,  a  certain  sum  "  for  each 
of  said  infants,  as  the  distributive  shares/'  oleach  of  them: 

EM,  upon  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  general 
guardian  of  one  of  the  infants  for  her  separate  share,  that  the  other 
infants  were  not  necessary  parties  to  the  suit,  and  that  a  separate  suit 
might  be  brought  for  each  share. 

When  a  public  officer  performs  a  specific  act  in  pursuance  of  a  statute, 
it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  done  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  and 
in  pleading  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  the  performance  of  the  act. 

Thus,  where  a  bond  given  by  an  administratrix,  was  ordered  by  the  sur- 
rogate to  be  assigned  to  the  general  guardian,  under  the  statute,  the 
presumption  is,  that  it  was  directed  to  be  assigned  for  the  purpose  of 
I  eing  prosecuted. 

Special  Temiy  February^  1880. 
Demurrer  to  complaint. 
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Peters  <6  Lyotiy  for  the  demurrer. 
FrmJc  <&  Weiss,  opposed. 

Yas  Voest,  X—  The  jwtion  is  brought  on  an  administra- 
trix's bond,  executed  by  the  defendant  Kull  as  principal,  and 
the  other  defendants  as  sureties,  to  recover  a  sum  of  money 
decreed  by  the  surrogate  of  New  York,  to  be  paid  by  the 
administratrix  to  the  plaintiff  as  general  guardian. 

The  first  ground  of  demurrer  taken  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has 
no  legal  capacity  to  sue,  he  not  being  the  real  party  in  inter- 
est, and  because  he  is  the  general  guardian,  and  not  the  guard- 
ian,  ad  litem,  of  Louisa  Kull,  named  in  the  title  of  the  action. 

The  decree  of  the  surrogate  was,  that  the  administratrix 
should  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  as  general  guardian  of  the  three 
infants  named  in  the  complaint,  a  sum  of  money  for  each 
infant.  The  decree  not  having  been  complied  with,  and  the 
proper  steps  having  been  taken  to  authorize  a  suit  on  the  bond, 
it  is  clear  that  the  action  can  be  maintained  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  person  to  whom,  as  general  guardian,  the  money  was 
ordered  to  be  paid. 

Thomas  agt.  Bennett  (56  Ba/rb,,  197)  is  a  direct  authority 
in  support  of  an  action  by  a  general  guardian,  in  his  own 
name,  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  his  ward  {See,  also,  Segdken  agt. 
Meyer,  14  Rim,  593).  This  ground  of  demurrer  is,  there- 
fore, not  well  taken. 

Another  ground  of  demurrer  is,  that  there  is  a  defect  of 
parties  plaintiff,  through  the  omission  of  Sophia  EuU  and 
Lena  Kull,  in  whose  favor  the  decree  is  alleged  to  have  been 
made  in  part,  and  for  whose  benefit  distributive  shares  were 
directed  by  the  decree  to  be  paid  to  Louis  0.  Hauenstein,  as 
their  general  gaardian. 

The  decree  directs  the  administratrix  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  general  guardian  of  Sophia  Kull,  Louisa  Kull  and  Lena 
Kull,  a  certain  sum  ^^  for  each  of  said  infants,  next  of  kin,  as 
the  distributive  share  of  each  of  said  inf antd." 

Had  the  direction  been  to  pay  to  the  general  guardian  for 
Vol.  LIX        4 
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the  infants  jointly,  and  not  separately,  a  sum  of  money,  the 
point  would  be  well  taken,  bat,  as  it  is,  the  objection  is  ground- 
less. Where  the  interests  of  legatees,  or  distributees,  have  been 
ascertained  and  fixed,  by  some  competent  proceeding,  and 
the  aliquot  share  of  each  determined,  separate  suits  may  be 
maintained  on  the  behalf  of  each  for  the  recovery  of  his  share 
{The  Xxenerai  Mutual  Insurance  Co.  agt.  Benson^  5  Duer^ 
168  ;  Ponce  agt.  Hathaway y  43  Barh.^  214 ;  Hitchcock  agt. 
Linaley^  17  -HWi,  556). 

Another  ground  of  objection  is,  that  the  complaint  does  not 
allege  that  the  bond  of  the  administratrix  was  assigned  by  the 
surrogate  to  the  general  guardian  "  for  the  purpose  of  being 
prosecuted." 

There  are  two  modes  prescribed  by  statute  for  the  prosecu- 
tion of  an  executor's  or  administrator's  bond,  one  by  order  of 
the  surrogate  directing  the  prosecution  immediately  after 
making  the  decree  and  the  refusal  or  omission  to  obey  it. 
The  other  by  filing  a  certificate  or  transcript  of  the  decree, 
the  issuing  of  an  execution  thereon,  and  the  assignment  of  the 
bond  on  the  return  of  the  execution  unsatisfied  {Loajos  of 
1837,  ehap.  460,  sees.  63,  64,  65 ;  La/ws  of  1844,  chap,  104, 
sees.  2,  4). 

The  complaint  shows  clearly  enough  that  all  the  steps  pre- 
liminary to  an  assignment  have  been  taken,  and  it  also  alleges 
the  assignment. 

The  surrogate  had  power  under  the  statute  to  assign  for  the 
purposes  of  prosecution  only.  When  a  public  officer  per- 
forms a  specific  act  in  pursuance  of  a  statute,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  done  for  the  purposes  of  the  act.  There 
is  no  implication  that  it  was  done  for  any  other  purpose. 
And  in  pleading  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  the  performance  of  the 
act.  If  the  bond  was  assigned  for  any  purpose  other  than 
that  mentioned  in  the  statute,  the  objection,  not  appearing 
upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  must  be  taken  by  answer. 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  with  liberty  to  the  defend- 
ants to  answer  on  payment  of  cost. 
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The  objection  that  three  separate  actions  may  be  broaght, 
when  one  would  be  sufficient,  cannot  be  considered  here. 
The  right  to  bring  this  action  seems  to  me  clear.  If  other 
suits  are  brought  in  behalf  of  the  other  distributees,  and  if  it 
be  proper  to  do  so,  the  court  will  consolidate  them.  But  it  is 
not  necessary  to  pass  upon  that  question  absolutely  at  this  time. 


SUPREME  COUET. 


Peisoilla  Allen  agt.  George  W.  Allen. 

ASxmony  and  eouruelfes  aUowed  to  wife  in  aeium  against  hutband  to  annul 

marriage  on  ground  of  impoteney. 

Alimony  and  counsel  fee  will  be  granted  to  the  wife  in  an  action  against 
her  husband  for  divorce  to  annul  the  marriage  on  the  ground  of  his 
physical  incapacity. 

The  case  of  BarOett  agt.  BarUett  (OlarJ^s  Ohy.  Beps.,  p.  460)  not  f oUowed. 


At  Chambersy  Februa/ry^  1880. 

MonoN  by  plaintiff  for  alimony  pending  the  action,  and  for 
a  counsel  fee  to  prosecute  the  same. 

The  action  was  brought  by  Priscilla  Allen  against  her  hus- 
band, George  "W.  Allen,  for  a  divorce  annulling  the  marriage 
contract  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  physically  incapable  of 
entering  mto  the  marriage  state. 

The  complaint  alleged  the  marriage  of  the  parties  at  the 
city  of  New  York,  on  the  15th  day  of  May,  1879,  and  resi- 
dence in  this  state.  It  then  alleged  the  defendant's  physical 
incapacity  of  entering  into  the  marriage  state,  and  gave  the 
facts  thereof,  which  were  known  to  him  and  unknown  to  her, 
and  were  intentionally  and  fraudulently  concealed  from  her. 

The  complaint  then  demanded  judgment  that  the  said  mar- 
riage be  annulled  and  declared  void. 
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The  answer  admitted  the  marriage  and  residence,  and  denied 
each  and  every  other  allegation. 

The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  motion  was 
made,  stated  that  she  is  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  and  that 
she  commenced  the  action  to  obtain  a  divorce  from  her  mar- 
riage npon  the  gronnd  of  her  hasband's  physical  incapacity 
of  entering  into  the  marriage  state,  and  for  his  f rand  npon  her 
in  this  respect ;  that  she  has  lived  and  resided  with  said  defend- 
ant, as  his  wife,  for  about  three  months  at  the  residence  of 
said  defendant,  at  Hastings-on-the-Hudson ;  that  she  was 
obliged  to  submit  to  his  ineffectual  embraces  until  August  1, 
1879,  when  she  was  compelled  to  leave  him ;  that  defendant 
had  been  brutal  to  her,  injuring  and  hurting  her  body ;  he 
was  gruff  and  unkind  in  his  manner,  all  proceeding  from  his 
physical  incapacity  and  anger,  chagrin  and  suffering  because 
he  could  not  consummate  the  marriage  with  her.  She  then 
narrated  several  facts  in  proof  of  the  above. 

She  further  alleged  that  during  the  whole  of  their  married 
life,  he  had  only  given  her  twenty-two  dollars ;  never  had 
bought  her  any  clothing ;  never  even  paid  her  railroad  fare, 
she  was  obliged  to  live  on  her  own  means,  which  were  nearly 
gone ;  that  she  was  in  great  need  to  pay  the  excuses  of  this 
suit  and  to  prosecute  the  same ;  she  had  not  hitherto  made 
application  for  counsel  fee,  or  alimony,  because  she  thought 
she  could  finish  the  case  with  the  little  money  she  had,  and  as 
a  matter  of  pride,  but  now  she  is  compelled  to  do  so,  or  else 
give  up  the  suit  and  remain  in  her  terrible  situation. 

The  affidavit  then  alleged  facts  showing  the  means  of  the 
defendant  to  pay  $250  counsel  fee  and  seven  dollars  per  week 
alimony.  The  affidavit  further  alleged,  that  the  defendant 
claimed  he  would  win  the  suit  and  that  thus,  the  defendant 
showed,  she  would  remain  his  wife,  and  he  would  hav;e  to 
support  her,  whether  she  lived  with  him  or  not,  as  she  could 
not  live  with  him  in  consequence  of  his  brutality. 

The  affidavit  of  George  F.  Langbein  stated  that  the  defend- 
ant and  his  counsel  were  defending  the  action  very  closely, 
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and  that  expert  medical  witnesses  would  have  to  be  called^ 
which  would  be  very  expensive.  It  showed  the  proceedings 
in  the  cause  thns  far,  and  that  the  hon.  Kathaniel  Jarvis,  Jr., 
had  refosed  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  upon  defendant's  motion, 
when  the  plaintijS  rested  her  testimony.  It  also  appeared 
that  there  was  a  stenographer  in  the  case  and  that  a  great  deal 
of  testimony  had  been  taken  at  great  expense. 

That  the  defendant  had  opened  his  case  and  examined  three 
physicians  who  had  testified  that  the  defendant  was  a  perfect 
man. 

The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  admitted  he  was  plaintiff's 
hnsband ;  he  denied  his  physical  incapacity,  and  any  fraud  upon 
the  plaintiff ;  that  he  had  been  examined  by  three  eminent 
and  experienced  physicians  who  pronounced  him  a  perfect 
man  and  had  so  testified  before  the  referee.  That  he  had  not 
paid  his  counsel  anything,  and  whatever  sum  he  was  paid  was 
advanced  by  a  relative,  not  his  father  or  mother ;  that  he  was 
a  poor  man  and  had  no  means,  and  no  property  of  any  value, 
earned  his  living  by  laboring  in  a  quarry,  in  which  he  had  no 
interest,  and  had  given  the  plaintiff  all  his  earnings. 

^^  Deponent  says  that  he  has  had  sexual  intercourse  with 
plaintiff,  and  that  she  often  refused  to  permit  him  to  have 
intercourse  with  her ;  that  he  has  said  he  would  win  this 
cause,  and  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  him  to  be  compelled  to 
furnish  means  to  this  plaintiff  to  fight  him. 

E.  T.  Lovatt,  defendant's  attorney,  made  an  affidavit  that 
from  the  evidence  already  in  the  case,  it  would  be  impossible 
for  plaintiff  to  succeed,  and  otherwise  corroborated  defendant's 
affidavit. 

E.  T.  ZovaU,  for  defendant,  in  opposition  to  the  motion, 
insisted  that  the  court  cannot  order  an  allowance  for  costs 
or  alimony,  in  the  wife's  suit  to  declare  a  marriage  null 
by  reason  of  the  husband's  physical  incapacity,  and  cited 
BwrOett  agt.  BarOeU  {Clarke,  460). 
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Oeorge  F.  Lcmghein^  for  plaintiff,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
argued,  that  he  anticipated  the  point  made ;  that  it  was  an 
erroneous  idea.  Vice-chancellor  WHirTELSET  once  so  decided, 
in  a  case  where  all  his  sympathies  from  the  facts,  were 
against  the  application.  The  decision  has  never  been  fol- 
lowed. Its  reasoning  was  overthrown  by  chancellor  Wal- 
worth in  184:5,  in  a  case  where  alimony  and  counsel  fee 
were  given  the  wife  in  an  action  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
the  nullity  and  illegality  of  the  marriage.  An  examination 
of  the  law  will  show  that  the  decision  in  Ba/rUett  agt.  Bart- 
lett  should  not  be  followed. 

Chapter  8  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  {BamJcs^  6th  ad-^p,  147) 
treats  of  the  domestic  relations,  and  has  four  titles,  the  first 
is  title  1,  "  of  husband  and  wife."  This  title  has  seven 
articles,  as  follows : 

Article  1.  Of  marriage  and  the  solemnization  and  proof 
thereof. 

Article  2.  Of  divorces,  on  the  ground  of  the  nullity  of  the 
marriage  contract. 

Article  3.  Of  divorces,  dissolving  the  marriage  contract. 

Article  4.  Of  separations  or  limited  divorces. 

Article  6.  General  provisions  applicable  to  the  last  two 
sections  (tf^  j>.  147).  It  does  not  say  "articles."  (The  two 
other  articles  of  this  chapter  and  title  are  not  in  point.) 

Article  2,  under  which  our  cause  of  action  comes,  runs  from 
section  35  to  50.    It  commences : 

"  Sec.  "33.  The  supreme  court  may,  by  a  sentence  of  nullity, 
declare  void  the  marriage  contract  for  either  of  the  following 
causes  existing  at  the  time  of  the  marriage : " 

There  are  five  s^bdivisions,  the  second  is  as  follows : 

"  2.  That  the  former  husband  or  wife  of  one  of  the  parties 
was  living,  and  that  the  marriage  with  such  former  husband 
or  wife  was  then  in  force." 

It  will  be  seen  that  under  this  subdivision  alimony  and 
counsel  fee  have  been  repeatedly  given. 

Sub.  3  is :  "  That  one  of  the  parties  was  an  idiot  or  lunatic." 
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Snb.  4.  That  the  consent  of  one  of  the  parties  was  obtained 
"by  force  or  fraud. 

Snb.  6.  That  one  of  the  parties  was  physically  incapable  of 
entering  into  the  married  state. 

Section  48  of  this  article  reads  as  follows :  ^^  Suits  to  annul 
a  marriage  shall  be  by  bill  and  shall  be  conducted  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  suits  prosecuted  in  the  courts  of  equity,  and 
the  court  shall  have  the  same  power  to  award  issues,  to  decree 
costs,  and  to  enforce  its  decrees,  as  in  other  cases." 

The  last  section  of  article  fourth  is  section  70.  Article  fifth 
is  headed  "  general  provisions,"  &c.,  and  commences  with  sec- 
tion 71,  and  reads  as  follows :  "  If  a  married  woman  at  the 
time  of  exhibiting  a  bill  against  her  husband  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  two  last  articles  shall  reside  in  this  state,  she 
shall  be  deemed  an  inhabitant  thereof,  although  her  husband 
may  reside  elsewhere." 

It  will  be  seen  that  this  section  expressly  mentions,  "  under 
the  provisions  of  the  last  two  articles  "  and  sections  72,  73 
and  74,  the  rest  of  the  articles  of  this  section  say  nothing 
about  it  and  clearly,  and  of  necessity,  must  refer  to  all  the 
foregoing  articles  about  "  divorces."  The  next  section,  72, 
shows  this,  in  connection  with  the  former  titles,  and  provisions 
of  the  former  articles,  it  is  as  follows :  "  In  every  suit  brought 
either  for  a  divorce  or  for  a  separation  the  court  may  in  its 
discretion  require  the  husband  to  pay  any  sums  necessary  to 
enable  the  wife  to  carry  on  the  suit  during  its  pendency,  and 
it  may  decree  costs  against  either  party,  and  award  execution 
for  the  same  or  it  may  direct  such  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  any 
property  sequestered  or  in  the  p>wer  of  the  court,  or  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver." 

Now  the  heading  of  article  second  under  which  this  action 
is  brought,  is,  of  divorces  on  the  ground  of  the  nullity  of  the 
marriage  contract.  Thus  it  is  seen  that  this  action  is  an  action 
for  divorce,  and  comes  right  within  section  72  of  article  fifth. 

Section  73  does  not  repeat  the  language  of  section  71  to 
wit, :  "  under  the  provisions  of  the  last  two  articles. " 
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SectionB  73  and  74,  also  contain  many  provisionB  for  cany- 
ing  out  the  practical  provisions  of  article  second.  These  two 
sections  do  not  repeat  the  language  of  section  7L 

If  the  provisions  of  article  fifth  did  not  apply  to  the  pre- 
ceding four  articles,  the  court,  strickly  speaking,  would  often 
be  powerless  to  carry  out  those  provisions.  Again,  if  sections 
72,  73  and  74  of  article  5  applies  only  to  articles  3  and  4 
where  are  the  "general  provisions"  applicable  to  articles  1 
and  2. 

Besides,  the  glaring  injustice  of  such  a  construction  is  so 
apparent,  and  such  a  construction  is  so  much  against  all  com- 
mon sense  and  reason,  that  it  is  impossible  that  the  revisers, 
in  the  days  when  a  man  married  a  lady  he  also  married  and 
took  all  her  property,  meant  or  intended  any  such  thing. 

Thus  a  lady  would  be  de  facto  and  dejv/re  married  (because 
she  would  be  called  a  wife  until  a  court  of  competent  authority 
declared  otherwise),  the  husband  would  have  all  her  property 
and  she  would  be  penniless,  and  entirely  unable  to  conmience 
or  prosecute  such  a  difScult  and  expensive  suit  as  a  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  nullity,  because  of  physical  incapacity.  She 
would  be  completely  in  the  power  of  the  husband  and  the 
law,  and  without  any  remedy. 

The  revisers  never  meant  or  intended  that ;  they  do  not  say 
so  in  section  72  of  article  5,  and  it  is  not  the  true  construction 
of  the  law. 

There  is  only  one  case  where  a  construction  was  erroneously 
made  differently ;  that  was  the  case  of  BarUett  agt.  BwrUett 
{ijlwrhi%  Chy.  Rqpe.^  p.  460),  decided  February,  1841,  by 
Fbedebick  WHirrELSBY,  vice  chancellor.  Only  one  volume 
was  ever  issued,  and  this  volume  is  of  reports  of  chancery  cases 
in  the  eighth  circuit  of  this  state.  In  1871  N.  C.  Moak,  Esq., 
arranged  a  '^  new  edition,  with  notes,  and  references  to  subse- 
quent cases  and  authorities." 

Although  nearly  all  other  cases  in  this  volume  have  notes 
and  reference  to  subsequent  cases  and  authorities,  this  case 
has  none.    It  contains  no  points,  arguments  or  cases  cited  by 
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counsel,  which  it  was  usual  to  do,  and  report  in  those  days, 
and,  certainly  vice-chancellor  WHrrrELSBT  is  no  authority  to 
follow. 

The  facts  in  the  case  were,  and  the  head-notes  so  show,  that 
the  wife  went  from  the  house  of  her  husband  to  that  of  her 
father,  and  the  father  agreed  with  the  hiasband,  if  he  would 
make  no  claim  for  the  value  of  his  wife's  services  he,  the 
father,  would  make  no  claim  upon  the  husband  for  her  sup- 
port, and  that  she  would  not  involve  her  husband  in  debt  by 
any  acts  of  her  own.  The  vice-chancellor  held  the  affidavits 
conclusive  in  favor  of  the  husband.  He  held,  that  as  the 
father  was  supporting  the  wife  under  this  agreement,  there 
was  no  necessity  for  calling  upon  the  husband  to  contribute 
to  this  object,  as  the  matter  had  been  arranged  between  the 
father  and  the  husband.  He  then  goes  on  to  say  that 
in  all  cases  he  has  examined,  where  alimony  or  counsel 
fees  were  given,  were  for  divorces  on  the  ground  of 
adultery,  or  for  a  separation.  He  then  says :  "  It  will  be 
remembered  that  the  case  before  us  is  different.  The 
object  of  the  bill  here  is  not  for  a  divorce,  or  separation, 
but  for  a  decree  of  nullity  of  the  marriage  on  account  of  the 
impotency  of  the  husband.  Now  the  vice-chancellor  fell  into 
a  great  erroi*  here,  as  we  have  shown  that  every  action  to 
annul  a  marriage  contract  is  for  a  divorce.  Article  second 
shows  it,  whereas  the  vice-chancellor  thought  only  actions  on 
the  ground  of  adultery  or  for  a  separation  were  actions  for 
divorce,  and,  therefore,  actions  "  of  divorce,  on  the  ground  of 
the  nullity  of  the  maniage  contract,"  were  not  actions  for 
divorce,  and  no  alimony  or  counsel  fees  could  be  given.  The 
statute  expressly  says  they  are  actions  for  divorce ;  in  his 
opinion  he  says  they  are  not,  and  upon  this  error  and  false  and 
erroneous  reasoning  he  made  the  decision  he  did,  which  has 
never  been  followed  in  any  case.  Again  he  says :  "  The  bill  in 
this  case  is  filed  neither  for  a  divorce  or  separation  under 
articles  8  or  4,  but  for  annulling  the  marriage  contract  under 
article  2."  "We  see  how  erroneous  this  opinion  is ;  the  bill 
Vol.  LIX  5 
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was  filed  for  a  divorce  to  annul  the  marriage  contract  nnder 
article  2,  to  which  all  the  eections  of  article  5  apply,  except 
the  first  section  which  it  expressly  says  is  only  applicable  to 
articles  3  and  4  and  not  to  article  2.  All  the  way  through 
his  opinion  he  seems  to  think  a  suit  to  annul  the  marriage  is 
not  an  action  for  divorce,  but  something  separate  and  distinct 
by  itself.  Then  he  says  that  the  legislature  has  given  no 
express  direction  to  the  contrary,  but  that  at  least  it  is  implied, 
that  is,  that  he  implies  it,  because  he  thinks  such  an  action  ic 
not  an  action  for  a  divorce,  but  solely  to  annul  a  marriage  con- 
tract. He  then  goes  on  to  reason  about  the  matter.  That  in 
actions  for  cruelty  or  adultery  the  wife  could  not  remain  with 
her  husband  without  danger  to  her  personal  security  or  viola- 
tion of  her  purity  of  principle,  ergo^  in  an  action  for  impo- 
tency  she  could !  And  as  he  has  all  the  property  of  the  wife, 
unless  he  was  made  to  contribute,  the  wife  would  be  remediless 
under  the  most  grievous  wrong.  (In  an  action  for  impotency, 
therefore,  she  would  not  I )  He  says :  "  This  case  is  entirely 
different,  and  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  there  never  was 
any  marriage  in  law,  and  asks  the  court  to  declare  it  null." 
The  vice-chancellor  is  in  great  error  there.  The  action  does 
proceed  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  a  marriage,  this  is  the 
very  first  paragraph  in  the  complaint,  and  it  proceeds  upon 
the  ground  that  it  was  legal,  but  asks  the  court  to  divorce  it, 
to  set  it  aside,  to  annul  it,  on  the  ground  of  the  impotence 
and  physical  incapacity. 

The  rest  of  his  remarks  are  hardly  worth  answering.  He 
sees  no  reason  why  the  woman  cannot  live  safely  with  the  man 
she  has  wedded.  The  impotency  was  the  man's  misfortune, 
not  his  fault.  (In  our  case  it  was  his  fault,  the  effects  of  mas- 
turbation.) Ko  error  of  temper  or  conduct  in  him ;  the  wife 
could  get  some  friend  to  aid  her  to  procure  the  contract  to  be 
declared  null.  He  can  find  no  reason  ^'  at  least  in  this  stage 
of  the  suit,  and  no  sympathy  to  stretch  a  doubtful  authority, 
if  there  were  any."  In  this  language  he  ends  this  remarkable 
opinion.    Now,  in  our  case,  there  is  every  sympathy  to  stretch 
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a  doubtful  authority  as  Mr.  Jarvis,  the  referee,  can  tell  the 
court,  and  as  the  evidence  shows. 

The  case  of  N(yrik  agt.  Ncyrih  (1  Barb,  Chy.^  p.  241), 
decided  by  chancellor  Walwobth  in  1845,  after  this  case  of 
BcurUett  agt.  Ba/rUett^  disposes  entirely  of  the  erroneous  rear 
soning  of  vice-chancellor  WHrrrELSET,  and  shows  by 
authority,  and  decides  that  in  an  action  under  article  2  to 
annul  a  marriage  contract,  alimony  and  counsel  fee  can  and  is 
given  by  the  court  to  the  wife. 

The  chancellor  says,  at  page  248,  that  where  the  marriage 
is  admitted  (as  in  our  case)  the  presumption  is  that  it  was 
legal,  until  the  contrary  shall  have  been  established  by  the 
proofs  in  the  case.  He  says  it  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that 
the  allowance  for  ad  interim  alimony,  and  for  the  expenses  of 
the  suit,  is  confined  to  cases  in  which  both  parties  admit  the 
original  marriage  to  have  been  legal ;  that  the  practice  is  other- 
wise where  the  marriage  is  admitted  as  a  fact,  or  is  admitted 
that  they  were  in  fact  married,  but  which  marriage  is  alleged 
to  have  been  illegal  and  void.  In  such  a  case  she  is  entitled  to 
alimony  and  counsel  fees  until  the  facts  upon  which  the  sup- 
posed illegality  or  invalidity  of  the  marriage  depends  are 
decided  to  be  true  or  false  by  the  proofs. 

Chancellor  Walwobth  says,  at  page  244,  that  "  by  referring 
to  the  reviser^s  notes  it  will  be  seen  that  the  allowance  does 
not  depend  wholly  upon  the  statute,  but  upon  the  practice  of 
the  court,  as  it  previously  existed "  {and  see  BrinMey  agt. 
BrinJdey^  50  If.  7.,  184),  wherein  the  court  of  appeals 
decided  that  the  supreme  court  had  inherent  power  to  grant 
allowance  for  wife's  support  pending  the  suit.  He  then  con- 
tinues :  "  And  even  subsequently  to  that  statute,  this  court  has 
continued  to  allow  ad  interim  alimony  in  matrimonial  cases, 
in  the  same  manner  as  before.  Ayliffe  says,  a  husband,  regu- 
larly speaking,  is  bound  to  allow  his  wife  alimony  pending  the 
suit,  whatever  the  cause  may  be.  Poynter  also  lays  down  the 
rule  generally,  that  in  all  suits  of  divorce,  or  suits  for  the 
restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  or  in  suits  of  nullity,  if  the 
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nollitj  be  promoted  by  the  husband  as  soon  as  the  conrt  is 
judicially  informed  that  a  fact  of  marriage  has  taken  place,  it 
is  competent  for  the  wife  to  apply  for  alimony  pending  the 
suit  {See,  df^,  1  Ought  Ordo  JvdiOy  306,  tit.  206)."  The 
learned  chancellor  then  cites  some  cases  where  the  wife 
received  alimony  and  counsel  fee  in  actions  to  annul  the 
marriage  contract,  none  of  which  it  seems  vice-chancellor 
Whiitelsey  could  find. 

As  the  supreme  court,  both  before  and  since  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  makes  equitable  provisions,  and  in  so  doing  has  been 
guided  by  the  decision  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  of  England 
in  similar  cases  (i/to?  agt.  Mix,  IJohn.  Ch.,  110;  Denton 
agt  Denton,  1  John,  Ch.,  364 ;  Lewis  agt.  Lewis,  3  John. 
Ch.y  519 ;  Wood  agt.  Wood,  2  Paige,  114 ;  N(yrth  agt.  North, 
1  Barb.  Ch.,  244),  it  is  important  to  see  what  those  decisions 
are. 

Sir,  EoBBBT  Phillimobe,  in  Reynolds  agt.  Reynolds  {Lcm 
J.  Reps.  \N.  51,]  vol.  45,jp.  89),  says :  "A  marriage  sought  to  be 
set  aside  on  the  ground  of  impotence  is  not  void,  but  voidable." 

In  M.  agt.  C.  (41  Lcm  J.  \N.  S.^  p.  40),  lord  Penzai^oe 
made  the  wife  pay  to  her  husband  the  costs  of  her  unsuccess- 
ful suit  out  of  her  separate  income.  It  was  a  case  of  physi- 
cal incapacity,  and  she  failed  to  sustain  the  charges. 

The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Shdford:  "After  proof  of  a 
marriage  in  fact,  alimony,  pending  the  suit,  will  be  allotted, 
whether  it  be  commenced  by  or  against  the  husband  not  only 
in  cases  of  impotency,  but  in  aU  cases  of  nullity  of  the  mar- 
riage and  in  suits  of  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  or  for 
divorce  by  reason  of  adultery  or  cruelty  "  {Shdford^ s  Praeti- 
cat  Treatise  on  Ma/rriage  and  Divorce,  Law  Library  [JVew 
Series'],  vol.  17,  p.  347  [587],  citing  Bain  vagt.  Bain,  2 
Addams,  253 ;  Smyth  agt.  Srm/th,  2  Addams  p.  254 ;  Wil- 
son agt.  Wilson,  2  Sagg.  Cons.  R.,  204 ;  Bird  agt.  Bird,  1 
Lee,  209). 

Shdford  (above)  is  cited  in  full  and  approved  by  the  court 
in  the  case  of  Frith  agt.  Frith  (18  Oeo.  Reps.,  at  p.  275), 
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where,  after  extracting  the  above  statement,  the  court  says : 
"  And  this  statement  of  the  rule  seems  to  be  well  supported 
by  decided  cases,  I  refer  particularly  to  Portsmouth  agt. 
Portsmouth  (3  Ad.y  63)  and  Bird  agt.  Bird  (1  Zee,  209). 
According  to  this  last  case  this  court,  in  Boseberry  agt.  Bose- 
bern/y  went  too  far  in  permitting  the  husband  to  object  to  the 
payment  of  the  alimony  that  the  marriage,  though  a  marriage 
de  facto  was  not  one  dejureP 

Boseberry  agt.  Boseberry  (17  Oeo.  Beps.j  p.  139)  was  a 
suit  by  the  wife  to  annul  the  marriage.  She  made  application 
for  alimony,  the  husband  answered,  that  though  married  in 
fact  the  marriage  was  void  in  law;  alimony  was  allowed. 
The  general  term  reversed ;  the  same  court  in  Frith  agt. 
Frith  reversed  this  decision,  thus  holding  that  the  wife  could 
have  alimony  in  her  suit  to  annul  the  marriage.  In  Bird 
agt.  Bird  {Le^s  Fee.  Beps.,  vol.  1,  at  pages  210,  211),  Dr. 
Hay,  one  of  the  counsel  for  the  wife  says :  "  It  is  sufficient 
for  us  to  show  a  marriage  de  facto;  if  a  woman  brings  a  suit 
for  impotency  against  her  husband,  she  is  to  have  alimony, 
and  costs  during  the  suit,"  and  that  is  a  much  stronger  case 
than  this,  for  there  the  woman  who  prays  the  alimony  and 
costs,  affirms  the  marriage  was  null  ah  initio,  whereas  in  this 
case  the  man  affirms  and  the  wife  denies  it  (according  to  this 
there  is  such  a  rule  in  the  English  court,  unless  Dr.  Hays  has 
made  a  deliberate  misstatement). 

Br.  Pinfold,  the  opposing  counsel,  admitted  that  "  to  enti- 
tle to  alimony  and  costs  there  must  be  a  marriage  proved  and 
confessed."  Sir  George  Lee,  the  judge  said :  "  The  man, 
by  his  suit,  admitted  that  he  was  married  to  her  de  facto,  and 
it  was  alleged,  and  not  denied,  that  he  had  lived  with  her,  as 
his  wife,  for  many  years,"  so  in  the  wife's  suit  she  admits  the 
marriage  and  Uving  with  her  husband. 

PhiUimore  adds,  in  a  note  to  this  case,  at  page  211,  "  I 
apprehend  that  this  decision,  which  seems  to  have  been  in  a 
Odae  prima  impressionis,  has  descended  to  our  times  with  the 
authority  to  which  it  is  justly  entitled.     Ii\  all  matrimonial 
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causes  where  a  fact  of  marriage  is  established  and  the  par- 
ties have  not  separate  incomes,  the  husband  is  liable,  during 
the  progress  of  the  cause,  to  pay  for  the  maintenance  of  his 
wife  and  the  costs  of  the  suit.  But,  in  case  of  gross  fraud,  it 
would,  I  presume,  be  competent  for  the  judge  to  condemn  the 
asserted  wife,  in  costs,  at  the  termination  of  the  suit. 

In  England  there  is  what  is  called  a  "  divorce  act."  By  sec- 
tion 53  of  this  act  the  ecclesiastical  courts  and  divorce  courts 
are  expressly  authorized  ^^  to  make  rules  and  regulations  con- 
cerning the  practice  and  procedure  under  this  act."  Under 
that  section  Eule  159  has  been  made. 

In  J(mss  agt.  Jones  (before  the  full  court,  lords  Psnzancu, 
MiLLEB  and  Bbetp),  reported  in  volume  41,  Law  Journal, 
page  53,  at  page  55,  the  judges  say :  ^^  The  fifty-third  section 
authorizes  the  court  to  make  rules  and  regulations  concerning 
practice  and  procedure.  But  the  right  of  the  wife's  solicitor 
to  the  costs  of  the  hearing  is  not  a  matter  of  practice  but  one 
of  principle.  The  eflEect  of  holding  that  the  wife's  costs  are 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court  will  be  to  prevent  her  if  she  has 
no  separate  estate  from  bringing  her  case  to  a  hearing.  Ko 
proctor  or  solicitor  would  incur  the  responsibility  of  prosecut- 
ing or  defending  a  suit  for  a  wife,  if  he  is  liable  without  fault 
on  his  part  to  lose  his  costs.  He  must  take  his  instructions 
from  the  wife,  and  until  the  hearing  he  cannot  know  whether 
her  statement  is  correct."  Lord  Penzancx  also  writes  an  opin- 
ion explaining  these  rules  ending,  ^'  the  appeal,  therefore,  will 
be  dismissed,  the  wife  have  her  costs  as  to  the  question  of 
alimony  but  not  of  the  appeal  itself. 

Browning  on  Ma/rriage  and  Divorce^  as  administered  in  the 
court  for  divorce  and  matrimonial  causes,  &c.,  London,  dedi- 
cated to  lord  Penzance,  contains  the  rules  and  regulations  for 
her  majesty's  court  for  divorce  and  matrimonial  cause  (/>.  299) 
made  under  the  various  statutes  of  Victoria.  Rule  81  is  as 
follows :  '^  The  wife  being  a  petitioner  in  a  cause  may  file  her 
petition  for  alimony  pending  suit  at  any  time  after  the  cita- 
tion has  been  duly  served  upon  her  husband,  or  after  order 
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by  the  judge  ordinary  to  diepensewith  guch  service,  provided 
tlie  factwra  of  marriage  between  the  parties  is  established  by 
affidavit  previously  filed."  At  page  228  of  this  book,  in  a  note, 
is  found  the  conclusive  answer  that  the  wife  cfm  have  alimony 
in  a  suit  for  impotency.  By  section  82  of  the  divorce  act 
upon  any  petition  for  dissolution  of  marriage  the  court  has 
the  same  power  to  make  ad  interim  orders  for  payment  of 
money,  by  way  of  alimony  or  otherwise  to  the  wife,  as  it 
would  in  a  suit  instituted  by  judicial  separation  ;  that  she  has 
not  answered  a  charge  of  adultery  does  not  affect  her  right  to 
alimony  for  she  is  presumed  to  be  innocent  until  proved 
guilty.  So,  also,  in  a  suit  of  nullity,  for  there  is  at  least  a  de 
facto  marriage  and  untU  it  is  pronounced  void  she  is  presumed 
to  be  a  wife  {Bird  alias  BeU  agt.  Bird^  1  Leey  209 ;  MUes 
agt.  Chilton,  1  Roberts,  684). 

This  court  is  vested,  by  implication,  if  it  has  not  the  express 
power,  with  those  equitable  and  incidental  powers  necessary 
to  grant  the  plaintiff  equitable  relief  by  giving  her  alimony 
and  counsel  fees. 

The  court  of  chancery  had,  and  the  supreme  court  has, 
general  power  to  adjust  remedies,  and  annex  conditions  to  the 
exercise  of  rights,  and  the  redress  of  injuries  {Story^s  Eq^. 
Jur.,  sees.  27,  28).' 

In  Orijffm  agt.  Qrijm  (47  If.  Y.,  135)  alimony  and 
counsel  fees  were  granted  to  the  wife  of  an  extraordinary 
nature.  The  court  said,  page  136,  "  It  is  conceded  that  there 
is  no  statute,  in  terms,  authorizing  the  order,  and  that,  if  sus- 
tained, it  must  rest  upon  the  incidental  powers  formerly  vested 
in  the  court  of  chancery,  in  cases  of  this  description,  and  to 
which  the  supreme  court  has  succeeded."  Page  137 :  "  It  has 
been  the  constant  practice  of  the  court  of  chancery,  both 
before  and  since  the  Revised  Statutes,  to  make  equitable  pro- 
vision for  all  these  matters,  and  in  so  doing  it  has  been  guided 
by  the  decisions  of  the  ecclesiastical  court  of  England  in 
similar  cases." 

This  was  upon  the  ground  of  the  general  equitable  juris- 
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dictioii  of  the  court,  and  also  that  when  onr  Btatntes  did  not 
confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  court  of  chancery  in  these 
actions  for  divorce,  which  by  the  English  law  are  solely  cog- 
nizable in  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  the  grant  of  the  jurisdio- 
diction  carried  with  it  by  implication,  the  incidental  powers 
which  were  indispensable  to  its  proper  exercise,  and  not  in 
conflict  with  our  statutory  regulations  on  the  same  subject 
{Perry  agt.  Perry ^  2  PoAge^  504,  606;  D&oenbagk  agt. 
Defoenbagh^  5  Paige^  556 ;  Chriffi/n  agt.  Oriffm^  47  If.  P.,  at 
page  137). 

In  this  state  the  power  of  the  court  is  not  alone  confined  to 
the  statute  as  in  the  states  of  Yermont,  Khode  Island,  Massa- 
chusetts and  North  Carolina.  Jurisdiction  in  cases  of  divoKje 
was  conferred  here,  not  as  a  special  and  limited  jurisdiction, 
granted  to  a  common-law  court,  but  it  was  granted  to  a  chan- 
cery court,  and  the  court  in  administering  it  has  always  called 
to  its  aid  its  own  equity  powers  and  the  decisions  of  the  eccle- 
siastical courts  of  England  in  like  cases  {Oriffin  agt.  Oriffin^ 
in  47  If.  T.,  at  pages  137,  138). 

The  court  has  already  seen  what  the  decisions  of  the  eccle- 
siastical courts  of  England,  in  like  cases,  are,  that  they  have 
always  granted  alimony  in  all  matrimonial  cafies.  We  have 
only  to  add  an  American  author.  Bishop  on  Marriage  a/nd 
Divorce  {vol.  2,  sec.  402),  where  he  says,  "  The  allowance  can- 
not be  made  until  a  fact  of  marriage  has  either  been  admitted 
or  proved.  But  the  marriage  need  not  be  valid,  for  though 
void  in  law,  if  it  has  operated  practically  upon  their  property 
rights,  like  a  valid  marriage,  the  same  reason  exists  for  making 
the  temporary  provision."  At  page  403  he  continues  to  say, 
"  Even  where  the  wife  declares  that  the  marriage  was  void,  on 
principle,  though  undoubtedly  she  must  be  bound  by  her  alle- 
gation, we  saw  in  the  last  section  that,  even  when  the  marriage 
is  void,  she  should  still  have  temporary  alimony.  A  fortiori^ 
when  it  is  voidable,  as  for  impotence,  her  allegation  shows 
precisely  the  same  foundation  for  alimony  as  if  it  were  origin- 
ally without  defect,  namely,  that  all  her  property  has  not  only 
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practdcallj  but  lawfully  vested  in  the  hufiband,  and  that  he 
has  become  entitled  to  receive  her  earnings  while  he  has 
received  them  in  fact."  Upon  this  page  is  a  note.  Mr. 
Bishop  speaks  of  the  decision  in  BaHlett  agt.  Bartlett;  he 
says :  "  The  decision  appears  to  have  been  based  chiefly  upon 
the  statute,  yet  even  in  this  view,  there  is  certainly  room  to 
question  its  harmony  with  principles  elsewhere  established." 

The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  are  still  husband  and  wife ; 
they  call  each  other  so ;  the  whole  world  calls  them  so ;  the 
law  looks  upon  them  as  such ;  she  had  to  submit  to  his  impo- 
tent embraces  as  his  wife,  is  she  not  entitled  to  receive  sup- 
port pending  her  action  to  dissolve  or  sever  such  an  unnatural 
alliance  into  which  she  was  deceived  by  the  defendant  ? 

The  pleadings  admit  the  marriage,  and  in  this  case  the  wife 
comes  into  court  and  admits  the  marriage ;  she,  however, 
wishes  to  make  it  void  to  get  rid  of  an  admitted  marriage ;  to 
annul  it,  upon  grounds  she  only  discovered,  and  could  only 
discover  after  the  marriage. 

DoNOHiTS,  J.  granted  the  motion  and  referred  it  to  hon. 
Nathaniel  Jarvis,  Jr.  (the  referee  already  in  the  case,  to  try 
and  determine  the  issues),  to  fix  the  amount. 

An  order  was  thereupon  entered  on  the  21st  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1880,  referring  it  to  Mr.  Jarvis  "  to  fix  the  amounts  of 
such  alimony  and  counsel  fee,  and  that  he  report  the  amounts 
so  fixed  by  him  to  this  court  forthwith." 

On  the  5th  day  of  February,  1880,  the  referee  reported  and 
fixed  the  sum  of  $250  counsel  fee,  and  five  dollars  per  week 
alimony,  which  report  was  confirmed  by  the  court. 

Vol.  LIX        6 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Kattis  a.  H.  Bloodgood  agt.  Mobris  S.  Bloodgood. 

Alimony  arid  counsel  foes  —  te^fs  not  entitled  to,  in  action  against  htul^and  to 
annul  marriage  for  impoteney  —  Stipulation  to  pay  referee's  fees  will  be 
enforced. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  wife  to  have  the  marriage  annulled  for  the  alleged 
impotency  of  the  husband,  the  court  is  not  authorized  to  make  an  order 
against  the  husband  for  alimony  to  the  wife,  pendente  Ute,  or  to  provide 
funds  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  suit.  This  is  adverse  to  AUtn  agt 
AUen,  ante,  p.  27. 

The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  to  requiring  the  husband  to  pay 
sums  necessary  to  carry  on  the  suit  during  its  pendency,  are  restricted 
to  cases  Where  the  wife  admits  the  existence  of  a  valid  marriage  and 
seeks  a  divorce  or  separation  for  subsequent  misconduct  of  the  husband. 

Where  the  husband  is  plaintiff  and  seeks  to  annul  the  marriage,  but  the 
wife  affirms  its  validity,  she  is  entitled  to  alimony  and  counsel  fees. 

Where  the  husband  has  stipulated  to  pay  half  the  referee's  fees,  such 
stipulation  will  be  enforced. 

Special  Tenn^  May^  1880. 

Action  by  wife  to  have  marriage  annulled    for  alleged 
impotency  of  husband. 

Application  for  alimony  and  counsel  fee. 

George  B.  hly^  for  plaintiff. 

John  E.  HarUey^  for  defendant. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  I  find  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  of 
appeals  in  Griffin  agt.  Griffin  (47  N.  J".,  134),  delivered  by  . 
Kapallo,  J.,  the  very  decided  expression  of  opinion  that  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  to  requiring  the  husband 
to  pay  sums  necessary  to  carry  on  the  suit  during  its  pendency 
are  '*  very  properly  restricted  to  cases  where  the  wife  admits 
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the  existence  of  a  valid  marriage,  and  seeks  a  divorce  or 
separation  for  subsequent  misconduct  of  the  husband.  Where 
she  denies  the  existence  of  the  marriage  she  cannot  consist- 
ently claim  that  the  defendant  is  under  any  obligation  to  pro- 
vide her  with  means  to  carry  on  her  suit  against  him  {BartUU 
agt.  BwrUeU^  Claris  Ck.  B.^  460;  NoHh  agt.  North,  1 
£ai^.  Oh.,  243)." 

The  case  of  BarUetb  agt.  BwrUM,  cited  with  approval  by 
the  court,  is  directly  in  point  and  is  authority  for  denying 
alimony  to  the  wife  in  her  action  to  set  aside  the  marriage  for 
the  husband's  alleged  impotency.  Whdre  the  husband  is 
plaintiff  and  seeks  to  annul  the  marriage  but  the  wife  afiSrms 
its  validity  she  is  entitled  to  alimony  and  counsel  fees  {North 
agt.  Norths  cited  above).  This  latter  case  distinguishes  actions 
hy  the  wife  and  agamst  the  wife  to  set  aside  the  contract. 

Whatever  reason  there  may  be  for  questioning  the  sound- 
ness of  the  views  presented  in  these  cases,  it  is  idle  to  enter 
upon  such  a  discussion  in  the  face  of  the  authority  cited. 

I  understand  that  the  supreme  court  at  special  term,  in  the 
case  of  AUen  agt.  AUen,  February,  1880,  has  allowed  alimony 
and  counsel  fees  in  an  action  by  the  wife  against  the  husband 
to  annul  a  marriage  for  his  impotency.  But  this  is  clearly 
against  the  cases  in  this  state  and  I  cannot  follow  the  decision. 
The  brief  of  plaintiff's  counsel  in  that  case  shows  the  English 
phictice  to  be  in  favor  of  the  allowance.  Our  practice  is 
different. 

So  far  as  alimony  and  counsel  fees  are  demanded  in  this 
motion  it  must  be  denied ;  but  the  defendant's  stipulation  to 
pay  half  the  referee's  fees  may  be  enforced  as  it  rests  upon 
his  own  engagement.  The  motion  to  compel  him  to  pay  his 
share  will  be  enforced  {Fischer  agt.  Booh,  56  How.j  218-223) 
when  proof  is  made  of  the  amount  due. 
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SUPKEME  COUKT. 

Amelia  Eebb,  execntrix,  and  Walteb  Oabteb,  executor, 
&c.,  agt.  Edwabd  H.  Doughebty  and  others. 

Wm — consPrueiion  of— Legacies — how  far  section  d  of  the  act  of  1Q4S  is  a^^fpU- 

cable  to  bequests  to  corporations. 

The  second  clause  of  the  will  provided  :  "  IL  I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
E.  H.  D.,  son  of  W.  C.  D.,  deceased,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars 
in  trust,  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  his  two  daughters  "  (naming 
them),  "  to  be  given  to  them  at  such  times  and  in  such  sums  as  he  shall 
think  proper,  share  and  share  alike.  If  either  of  them  die  before 
receiving  their  share,  then  the  balance  is  to  be  given  to  the  survivor: " 

Held,  that  there  is  no  such  ambiguity  or  uncertainty  as  makes  it  impossible 
to  ascertain  the  intention  of  the  testator,  nor  is  the  trust  void  as  being 
contrary  to  the  provision  of  the  statute.  There  is  no  suspension  of  the 
power  of  alienation  beyond  two  lives  in  being  under  any  circumstanoes. 
The  trust  terminates  as  to  one-half  of  the  legacy  upon  the  death  of  the 
first  of  the  beneficiaries,  and  as  to  the  balance,  it  terminates  upon  the 
death  of  the  survivor.  Under  no  circumstances  could  the  trustee  hold 
any  portion  of  the  legacy  after  the  death  of  the  survivor. 

The  fifth  clause  of  the  wUl  is  as  follows:  "  Y.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
the  directors  of  the  Union  Theological  Seminary  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  to  be  invested  as  a  permanent 
fund  in  stocks  or  bonds  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  the  interest  of  which  shall  be  given  as  support  to  such  student 
or  students  of  said  seminary  studying  with  a  view  to  the  Christian  min- 
iistry  as  shall  be  selected  for  the  gift  by  the  directors  : 

Heldf  that  the  objection  that  the  legacy  being  given  as  support  to  the  stu- 
dents of  the  seminary,  which  is  not  one  of  the  specified  purposes  of  the 
Incorporation  of  the  seminary,  cannot  be  maintained,  because,  if  the 
object  of  the  corporation  is  the  instruction  in  theology,  <&c. ,  the  support 
of 'such  students  would  seem  to  be  included  in  the  general  scope  of  the 
purposes  of  an  institution  of  that  description. 

ileldt  also,  that  the  objection  that  this  legacy  is  void,  because  no  purposes, 
whatever,  have  been  enumerated  in  the  act  establishing  this  corporation, 
and  no  object  to  be  attained  by  the  creation  of  the  same  is  set  forth  in 
its  charter,  is  untenable,  the  "title*'  of  the  act  of  incorporation  suffi- 
ciently indicates  the  purposes  and  object  to  be  attained  by  the  creation 
of  the  same.  The  act  incorpomtes  the  Union  Theological  Seminary. 
The  purposes  of  the  institution  are  distinctly  set  forth  in  the  title  of  the 
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act  of  incorporation,  giving  to  the  words  "Theological  Seminary"  the 
meaning  ordinarily  applied  thereto. 

The  seventh  clause  of  the  will  is  as  follows  :  "  Vll.  I  give  and  bequeath 
unto  the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions  the  sum  of  five  thousand 
doUars : " 

Held,  that,  a  corporation  which  is  the  successor  and  representative  of 
another  corporation  cannot  enforce  the  payment  of  a  legacy  which  the 
original  corporation  had  no  power  to  receive.  The  legacy  is,  there- 
fore, void,  for  the  reason  that  the  devise  or  bequest  was  not  executed 
at  least  two  months  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  as  provided  by  the 
act  of  1862  incorporating  the  Presbyterian  Committee  of  Home  Missions 

.  of  which  corporation  the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions  is  the 
successor. 

The  eighth  clause  of  the  will  is  as  follows  :  "YIH.  I  give  and  bequeath 
unto  the  New  York  Bible  Society  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars  : " 

Mdd,  that,  as  this  corporation  was  formed  under  the  general  act  of  1848, 
this  bequest  cannot  be  sustained,  the  will  of  the  testator  having  been 
made  less  than  two  months  prior  to  his  death.  The  act  of  1800  does 
not  affect  or  restrict  the  operation  of  the  two  months'  clause  of  section 
6  of  the  act  of  1848. 

The  tenth  clause  of  the  will  is  as  follows  :  "  X.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
the  Trustees  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  for  the  use  of  the  fund  of  Disabled  Ministers, 
the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars  : " 

JBMy  that  a  bequest,  such  as  is  now  under  consideration,  is,  if  made  by  a 
citizen  of  Pennsylvania,  beyond  all  question  void. 

Held,  further,  that  it  appearing  that  this  bequest  being  in  contravention 
of  the  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  Pennsylvania,  passed  in  1855,  is 
void  in  Pennsylvania,  the  domicile  of  the  legatee,  it  is  consequently 
void  in  New  York,  the  domicile  of  the  testator. 

If  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicile  in  terms  forbid  bequests  for  any  par- 
ticular purpose,  or  in  any  other  way  limits  the  capacity  of  the  testator 
in  the  disposal  of  his  property  by  will,  a  gift  in  contravention  of  the 
law  of  the  testator's  domicile  would  be  void  everywhere. 

The  legacy  contained  in  the  twelfth  article  of  the  will,  of  $1,000  to  the 
Sabbath  schools  of  the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church,  cannot  be  supported. 
There  is  no  beneficiary  named  who  has  the  power  to  take.  It  would  be 
a  great  stretch  of  construction  to  put  in  the  name  of  the  Scotch  Presby- 
terian Church  as  beneficiary,  limiting  the  use  of  that  legacy  to  the  Sab- 
bath schools. 

Where,  as  in  this  case,  the  right  of  corporations  to  take  by  devise  or 
bequest  is  restricted  by  the  law  of  their  incorporation,  and  is  thereby 
made  subject  either  to  aU  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  devises  and 
bequests,  or  subject  to  the  general  laws  of  the  state: 
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EM,  that  the  legacies  to  the  Union  Theological  Seminary,  the  Presbj- 

.  terian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  the  New  York  City  Mission  and  Tract 

Society  and  the  Presbyterian  Hospital  are  void  by  reason  of  the  pro* 

visions  of  section  6  of  the  act  of  1848,  the  will  of  the  testator  having 

been  made  less  than  two  months  prior  to  his  death. 

As  the  limitation  in  section  6  of  the  act  of  1848  still  exists,  not  having 
been  affected  or  restricted  by  the  statute  of  1860,  where  the  privileges 
of  a  corporation  are  made  expressly  subject  to  any  and  all  provisions  of 
law  (as  was  the  case  in  ribpect  to  the  above  corporations),  they  cannot 
be  exempted  from  the  operation  of  this  provision. 

The  direction  that  "  the  legacies  are  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  the  amounts  can 
be  collected  out  of  funds  now  invested  on  bond  and  mortgage  at  the 
city  of  Grand  Rapids,  Michigan,"  requires  that  both  the  principal  and 
interest  of  the  property,  as  fast  as  received,  should  form  the  fund  out 
of  which  the  legacies  should  be  paid. 

There  is  no  valid  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  bequest  to  the  widow 
during  her  life  of  the  net  income  of  the  estate  after  the  payment  of  the 
legacies.  The  testator  intended  to  give  to  his  widow  the  income  of  all 
the  estate  after  the  payment  of  the  legacies,  and  the  executors  named 
in  the  will  are  the  trustees  under  the  will  to  hold  the  estate  during  the 
life-time  of  the  widow  and  collect  the  income  therefrom,  and  pay  the 
same  to  her  during  her  life.  This  evident  intention  of  the  testator  can- 
not be  defeated  because  of  the  failure  of  certain  of  the  legacies  to  vest 
There  is  no  rule  of  construction  which  imposes  such  a  penalty  because 
a  will  contains  an  inpvalid  legacy. 

The  eighteenth  clause  of  the  will  is  as  follows  :  "  XVIIL  I  give  and 
bequeath  all  the  principal  Mt  of  my  estate  after  the  death  of  my  wife, 
Amelia  Eerr,  to  the  societies,  seminary  or  institutions  named  in  the 
fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  ninth  and  tenth  articles  or  bequests,  to  be  divided 
according  to  the  several  amounts  so  bequeathed  pro  rcUa  : " 

JEEgidt  that,  the  above  bequests  are  subject  to  the  act  of  1860,  and  are  valid 
only  to  the  extent  of  one-half  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  the  valid 
legacies  previously  given  being  included  in  that  one-half. 

Held,  also,  that  the  residuum  is  not  given  to  these  corporations  as  a 
class,  but  that  the  proportion  of  each  is  distinctly  specified  in  the  will, 
and  that,  if  any  of  the  bequests  are  void,*as  to  such  bequests,  the  tes- 
tator has  died  intestate  and  they  must  be  distributed  under  the  statute 
of  distribution. 

Held,  further,  that  the  bequests  in  the  fifth  article  of  the  will  to  the 
Union  Theological  Seminary,  and  in  the  seventh  article  thereof  to  the 
Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  and  in  the  eighth  article  thereof 
to  the  New  York  City  Bible  Society,  and  in  the  ninth  article  thereof,  to 
the  New  York  City  Mission  and  Tract  Society,  and  in  the  tenth  article 
thereof  to  the  Trustees  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian 
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Church,  &c.,  and  in  the  twelfth  article  of  the  will  to  the  Sabbath 
School  of  the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church,  and  in  the  thirteenth  article 
of  the  will  to  the  Presbyterian  Hospital,  are  void  and  that  the  testator 
has  died  intestate  as  to  the  sums  mentioned  in  said  void  bequests,  and 
the  same  must  be  distributed  to  his  widow  and  next  of  kin,  according 
to  the  statute  of  distribution. 

« 

Special  Terrriy  Maj/j  1878. 

On  the  Slst  day  of  December,  1876,  Henry  A.  Kerr,  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  died,  leaving  him  surviving  his  widow, 
the  plaintiff,  Amelia  Kerr,  and  his  half-sister,  the  defendant, 
Almira  E.  Holahan,  as  his  only  heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1876,  the  said  Henry  A.  Kerr 
duly  made  and  executed  his  last  will  and  testament,  .as 
follows : 

"I,  Henry  A.  Kerr,  considering  the  uncertainty  of  this 
mortal  life,  and  being  of  sound  mind  and  memory,  do  hereby 
make,  publish  and  declare  this  instrument  to  be  my  last  will 
and  testament. 

"  I.  My  will  is  that  all  my  just  debts  and  personal  expenses 
shall  be  paid  out  of  my  estate  by  my  executors  herein  named 
as  soon  as  practicable  after  my  decease.  The  legacies  are  to 
be  paid  as  soon  as  the  amounts  can  be  collected  out  of  funds 
now  invested  on  bond  and  mortgage  at  the  city  of  Q-rand 
Kapids,  Michigan. 

"  II.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Edward  H.  Dougherty,  son 
of  William  0.  Dougherty,  deceased,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand 
dollars  in  trust,  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  his  two  daughters, 
Amelia  Kerr  and  Edda  H.  Dougherty,  to  be  given  to  them  at 
such  times  and  in  such  sums  as  he  shall  think  proper,  share  and 
share  alike.  If  either  of  them  die  before  receiving  her  share, 
then  the  balance  is  to  be  given  to  the  survivor. 

"  III.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Mrs.  Almira  E.  Holahan 
one  thousand  dollars,  which  sum  is  to  be  credited  to  her  on  the 
book  now  kept  by  me  of  the  house  *  No.  146  West  Fourth 
street,  and  deducted  from  the  amount  there  charged.' 
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"  IV.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Maria  Dnnkin,  the  daughter 
of  Thomas  J.  and  Elizabeth  Dunkin^  one  thousand  dollars. 

"V.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  directors  of  the  Union 
Theological  Seminary  of  the  City  of  New  York,  the  sum  of 
ten  thousand  dollars,  to  be  invested  as  a  permanent  fund  in 
stocks  or  bonds  of  the  United  states,  or  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  the  interest  of  which  shall  be  given  as  support  to  such 
student  or  students  of  the  said  seminary  studying  with  a  view 
to  the  Christian  ministry  as  shall  be  selected  for  the  gift  by 
the  directors. 

"  VI.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Presbyterian  Board  of 
Foreign  Missions  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars. 

"  VII.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Presbyterian  Board 
of  Home  Missions  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars. 

^*  VIII.  I-give  and  bequeath  unto  the  New  York  City  Bible 
Society  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars. 

"  IX.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  New  York  City  Mis- 
sion and  Tract  Society  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars. 

"  X.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Trustees  of  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  of  the  United  States 
of  America,  for  the  use  of  the  fund  of  disabled  ministers, 
the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars. 

"  XI.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  the 
sum  of  one  thousand  dollars  for  church  purposes. 

"  XII.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Sabbath  schools  of  the 
above  named  church  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  to  be 
divided  as  the  pastor  shall  direct. 

"  XIII.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Presbyterian  Hospital 
the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  for  which  aid  and  care  is  to 
be  given  to  any  of  the  members  of  the  Scotch  Presbyterian 
Church  who  may  require  aid  in  sickness. 

"XrV.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  pastor,  the  Rev. 
Samuel  M.  Hamilton,  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars.  • 

"XI.  1  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  beloved  wife  Amelia 
Kerr,  all  the  net  income  that  may  be  derived  from  my  estate 
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after  my  decease,  and  after  the  legacies  are  paid  off  she  is  to 
receive  the  same  during  her  lifetime. 

"Also,  I  give  her  all  the  furniture,  useful  and  ornamental, 
in  the  building  No.  10  East  Ninth  street,  also  in  the  building 
No.  146  West  Fourth  street,  which  I  now  own ;  also  all  my 
personal  jewelry  and  clothing  which  I  now  own  or  may  own 
at  the  time  of  my  death. 

"  XVI.  I  hereby  appoint  Amelia  Kerr,  my  wife,  and  Walter 
Carter,  present  elder  in  the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church,  as 
my  executrix  and  executor.  I  hereby  give  them  full  power 
and  authority  to  grant,  alien,  sell  and  convey  any  and  all  lands 
and  leasehold  estates  owned  by  me,  or  to  which  I  shall  be 
entitled,  or  in  which  I  shall  have  any  interest  at  the  time  of 
my  death,  and  to  execute,  acknowledge  and  deliver  good  and 
sufficient  conveyances  thereof,  and  apply  the  proceeds  of  such 
sales  in  conformity  to  the  provisions  of  this  my  last  will  and 
testament. 

"XVII.  I  do  further  hereby  will  and  declare  that  the 
bequests  herein  made  to  my  said  wife,  Amelia  Kerr,  are  in 
lieu  of  all  dower  or  claim  of  dower  in  or  to  my  estate.  And 
I  do  hereby  revoke  all  former  or  other  wills  and  testaments 
at  any  time  heretofore  by  me  made,  and  I  do  hereby  declare 
this  instrument  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament. 

"  XVin.  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  principal  left  of  my 
estate  after  the  death  of  my  wife,  Amelia  Kerr,  to  the  socie- 
ties, seminaries  or  institutions  named  in  the  fifth,  sixth, 
seventh,  ninth  and  tenth  articles  or  bequests,  to  be  divided 
according  to  the  several  amounts  so  bequeathed,  pro  rata. 

"  In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name 
and  affixed  my  seal  this  eighth  day  of  December,  eighteen 
hundred  and  seventy-six. 

[l.  8.]  "HENRY  A.  KEEK." 

This  will  and  testament  was  proved  before  the  surrogate  of 
the  county  of  New  York,  February  1,  1877,  as  a  will  of 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  letters  testamentary  were  issued 
Vol.  LIX         7 
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to  the  plaintiffs,  Amelia  Kerr  and  Walter  Carter,  February  8, 
1877,  who  have  since  duly  qualified  and  taken  upon  them  the 
administration  of  the  estate. 

Th^  amount  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  exceeds  $500,000, 
of  whicn  over  $300,000  was  invested  at  Grand  Eapids, 
Michigan. 

The  action  is  brought  for  a  construction  of  the  will,  it 
being  claimed  by  the  defendant,  Holahan,  that  various  of  the 
legacies  are  void,  and  that  the  residuary  clause  is  in  contra- 
vention of  the  acts  of  1860  and  1848. 

George  De  ForetA  Lord^  of  counsel,  for  plaintiffs. 

B.  F.  Watsofiy  of  counsel,  for  defendant  Holahan. 

JR.  W.  DeForestj  for  defendants  Dougherty  and  The  Scotch 
Presbyterian  Church  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

Thatcher  M.  Adamis^  for  the  Union  Theological  Seminary 
of  the  City  of  New  York,  and  the  Board  of  Foreign  Missions 
of  the  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

WoLter  Ed/uoa/rds^  for  the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home 
Missions,  and  the  Board  of  Home  Missions  of  the  Presbyte- 
rian Church  in  the  United  States  of  America,  and  The  New 
York  City  Mission  and  Tract  Society,  and  The  Trustees  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  and  The  Presbyterian  Board  of  Kelief  for 
Disabled  Ministers  and  Widows  and  Orphans  of  Deceased 
Ministers. 

ChaHea  C,  SheUmh,^  for  Amelia  Kerr,  executrix,  and  Henry 
W.  Hinsdale,  administrator  (with  the  will  annexed). 

A,  B.  Belhnap^  for  the  Presbyterian  Hospital,  in  the  city  of 
New  York. 

Jf.  Jf.  BvdUmg^  for  the  New  York  Bible  Society. 
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Van  Bbunt,  J.  —  The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  legacy  of  J10,000  given  in  the  second 
clause  of  the  will  to  Edward  H.  Dougherty,  in  trust  for  the 
sole  use  and  benefit  of  his  two  daughters. 

It  is  claimed,  by  counsel  for  the  defendant,  Holahan,  that 
this  legacy  is  void,  because  there  is  no  trust  created  by  it 
which  a  court  of  equity  could  enforce  at  any  time ;  because 
the  last  clause,  if  either  of  them  die  before  receiving  her  share, 
then  the  balance  is  to  be  given  to  the  survivor,  is  indefinite ; 
and  because  the  trust  sought  to  be  created  is  void,  as  being 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  respecting  perpetuities. 

I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  diflSculty  in  determining 
what  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  in  the  second  clause  of 
his  will. 

The  testator  evidently  intended  to  place  in  the  hands  of 
Edward  H.  Dougherty  a  fund  of  $10,000,  the  income  of 
which  should  belong  to  the  two  daughters  equally,  and  that 
they  should  be  equally  interested  in  the  principal ;  and  that 
the  trustee  should  have  the  power  at  such  times  as  he  should 
think  proper,  to  advance  to  either  of  his  said  daughters  the 
whole  principal  of  such  daughter's  one-half  of  the  legacy,  or 
any  portion  of  it,  and  in  case  either  of  the  daughters  should 
die  before  her  half  of  the  principal  had  been  advanced  to  her, 
the  balance  of  her  half  of  the  legacy  remaining  unadvanced  is 
given  absolutely  to  the  survivor. 

There  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  any  doubt  but  that  the 
foregoing  is  a  true  interpretation  of  the  language  of  the  tes- 
tator as  contained  in  the  second  clause  of  his  will. 

There  is  no  such  ambiguity  or  uncertainty  as  makes  it 
impossible  to  ascertain  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  or  not  the 
trust  is  void  as  being  contrary  to  the  provision  of  the  statute. 
I  am  unable  to  see  that  it  in  any  way  conflicts  with  the  stat- 
ute. There  is  no  suspension  of  the  power  of  alienation  beyond 
two  lives  in  being  under  any  circumstances.  The  trust  term- 
inates as  to  one-half  of  the  legacy  upon  the  death  of  the  first 
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of  the  beneficiaries,  and  as  to  the  balance,  it  terminates  upon 
the  death  of  the  survivor.  Under  no  circumstances  could  the 
trustee  hold  any  portion  of  the  legacy  after  the  death  of  the 
survivor.  The  provisions  of  the  second  clause  of  the  will  are, 
therefore,  valid. 

The  next  article  of  the  will  which  is  attacked  is  the  fifth 
clause,  which  reads  as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the 
directors  of  the  Union  Theological  Seminary  of  the  City  of 
New  York  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  to  be  invested  as 
a  permanent  fund  in  stocks  or  bonds  of  the  United  States  or 
of  the  state  of  New  York,  the  interest  of  which  shall  be  given 
as  support  to  such  student  or  students  of  said  seminary  study- 
ing with  a  view  to  the  Christian  ministry  as  shall  be  selected 
for  the  gift  by  the  directors." 

The  defendant,  Holahan,  claims  that  this  legacy  is  void, 
because,  by  law,  the  Union  Theological  Seminary  had  no 
chartered  rights  to  take,  by  last  will  and  testament,  and  per- 
manently invest  the  principal  and  expend  the  interest  or 
income  of  the  gift  during  all  time,  "  in  support  of  such  stu- 
dent or  students  of  said  seminary  studying  with  a  view  to  the 
Christian  ministry  as  shall  be  selected  for  the  gift  by  the 
directors,"  and  because  no  purposes  whatever  have  been 
enumerated  in  the  act  establishing  this  corporation,  and  no 
object  to  be  attained  by  the  creation  of  the  same  is  set  forth 
in  its  charter. 

The  last  objection  is  untenable.  The  "  title  "  of  the  act  of 
incorporation  suflSciently  indicates  the  purposes  and  object 
to  be  attained  by  the  creation  of  the  same.  The  act  incorpo- 
rates The  Union  Theological  Seminary ;  and  theological  semi- 
nary, I  think,  is  universally  understood  to  be  an  institution  in 
which  young  men,  desiring  to  enter  into  the  ministry,  are 
instructed  in  theology ;  and  that  the  object  of  the  institution 
was  for  instruction  in  Christain  theology,  is  evidenced  by  the 
fact  that  one-half  of  its  board  of  directors  must  be  clergy- 
men —  a  name  applied  only  to  ordained  ministers  belonging 
to  some  denomination  of  Christama  —  and  also  by  the  fact 
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that  none  but  Chrifitain  students  have  the  right  to  avail  them- 
selves of  the  benefits  of  the  mstitntion.  The  purposes  of  the 
institution  are  distinctly  set  forth  in  the  title  of  the  act  of 
incorporation,  as  well  as  those  of  the  theological  seminary 
at  Auburn,  in  the  preamble  of  its  act  of  incorporation  giving 
to  the  words  "  theological  seminary  "  the  meaning  ordinarily 
applied  thereto,  as  above  stated. 

The  objection  that  the  legacy  being  given  as  support  to 
the  students  of  the  seminary,  which  is  not  one  of  the  speci- 
fied purposes  of  the  incorporation  of  the  seminar^',  cannot  be 
maintained,  because,  if  the  object  of  the  incorporation  is  the 
instruction  in  theology,  &c.,  the  support  of  such  students 
would  seem  to  be  included  in  the  general  scope  of  the  pur- 
poses of  an  institution  of  that  description. 

The  defendant,  Holahan,  raises  the  further  objection  to  this 
legacy,  that  it  is  void  by  the  provisions  of  section  6,  of  chapter 
319,  of  the  Laws  of  1848.  This  question  being  raised  as  to 
the  validity  of  several  other  legacies,  its  consideration  will  be 
reserved  for  a  subsequent  portion  of  this  opinion. 

The  next  article  of  the  will  which  is  attacked  is  the  sixth^ 
which  reads  as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Pres- 
byterian Board  of  Foreign  Missions  the  sum  of  five  thousand 
dollars." 

There  seems  to  be  no  serious  objection  raised  against  the 
validity  of  this  legacy. 

The  next  article  of  the  will  which  is  attacked  is  the  seventh, 
which  reads  as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Pres- 
byterian Board  of  Home  Missions  the  sum  of  five  thousand 
doUars." 

In  1862  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York  passed  an 
act  incorporating  the  Presbyterian  Committee  of  Home  Mis- 
sions, giving  it  the  power  of  taking,  receiving  and  holding 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  providing  that  no  devise  or 
bequest  to  such  corporation  in  any  will  made  by  an  inhabitant 
of  the  state,  shall  be  valid  unless  made  and  executed  at  least 
two  months  before  the  death  of  the  testator  or  testatrix.    In 
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1871  the  name  of  this  corporation  was  changed  to  that  of 
"  The  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,"  the  very  title 
nsed  in  the  seventh  clause  of  the  will  under  consideration. 
In  1872  the  legislature  incorporated  the  "Board  of  Home 
Missions  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United  States  of 
America." 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  incorporation  is  as  follows : 
"  The  Presbyterian  Committee  of  Home  Missions,  incorpo- 
rated under  the  laws  of  the  state,  by  an  act  passed  on  the 
eighteenth  day  of  April,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,  the 
name  of  which  was  changed  to  that  of  the  Presbyterian  Board 
of  Home  Missions,  by  an  act  passed  on  the  twentieth  of  Janu- 
ary, eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-one,  are  hereby  authorized 
to  assign,  transfer,  convey  and  deliver  unto  the  corporation 
created  by  this  act  all  the  property,  estates,  rights  of  any  and 
every  description  now  held  or  enjoyed  by  them  and  which 
may  hereafter  be  received  by  them  by  virtue  of  any  grant, 
gift,  bequest  or  device,  or  otherwise  howsoever,  which  assign- 
ment, transfer,  conveyance  and  delivery  the  corporation  estab- 
lished by  this  act  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to 
accept  and  receive ;  and  the  said  corporation  hereby  created 
shall  be  and  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  legal  successor  of  the 
said  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  formerly  the  Com- 
mittee of  Home  Missions,  and  shall  have,  hold  and  use  and 
enjoy  all  the  corporate  powers,  franchises  and  privileges  of 
said  corporation  last  named,  and  all  the  property,  estate  and 
rights  so  assigned,  transferred,  conveyed  and  delivered,  in  the 
same  manner,  to  the  same  extent  as  the  said  corporation  last 
named  might  have  done,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  receive,  sue 
for  and  recover  aU  legacies,  devises,  bequests  and  property 
which  have  heretofore  been  or  may  hereafter  be  made  or  given 
to  the  said  corporation  last  named,  provided,  however,  and  it 
is  hereby  expressly  declared,  that  the  said  property,  estates 
and  rights  shall  be  held  upon  the  same  trusts,  and  for  the 
same  purposes  only  as  the  same  are  or  otherwise  would  be 
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held  by  the  said  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  f orm- 
eriy  the  Presbyterian  Committee  of  Home  Missions." 

The  fourth  section  of  the  act  authorizes  the  last-named  cor- 
poration to  receive  real  and  personal  property,  subject,  how- 
ever, to  all  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  devises  and 
bequests  by  last  will  and  testament. 

This  last  corporation  claims  that  it  is  the  body  intended  by 
the  testator  in  the  seventh  clause  of  his  will. 

There  being  a  corporation  of  the  exact  name  mentioned  in 
the  will,  I  think  that  we  must  necessarily  find  that  such  cor- 
poration was  the  one  intended. 

Such  being  the  case,  the  legacy  is  claimed  by  the  defendant, 
the  Board  of  Home  Missions  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  in 
the  United  States  of  America,  as  the  legal  successor  of  the 
Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  section  5  of  the  act 
expressly  declaring  that  the  Board  of  Home  Missions,  &c., 
shall  be  the  legal  successors  of  the  Presbyterian  Board  of 
Home  Missions,  and  that  it  shall  be  entitled  to  receive,  sue  for, 
and  recover  all  legacies,  devises,  bequests  and  property  which 
have  heretofore  bean,  or  may  hereafter  be,  made  or  given  to 
the  said  corporation  named. 

The  language  clearly  shows  that  the  corporation  of  the 
Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  as  a  corporation,  still 
exists,  and  that  the  legislature,  by  the  act  of  1872,  did  not  intend 
to  deprive  it  of  its  corporate  franchises,  and  that  it  was  cap- 
able of  having  bequests  made  to  it.  Such  bequest  must,  how- 
ever, necessarily  be  subject  to  the  restrictions  of  the  act  creat- 
ing that  body,  and  if  that  corporation  had  no  power  to  receive 
the  bequest,  I  can  conceive  of  no  method  by  which  another 
corporation,  as  its  successor  and  representative,  can  enforce  the 
payment  of  a  legacy  which  the  original  corporation  had  no 
power  to  receive. 

The  legacy,  therefore,  to  the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home 
Missions,  is  void. 

The  next  article  of  the  will  which  is  attacked  is  the  eighth 
clause,  which  reads  as  follows :  ^^  I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
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the  New  York  Bible  Society  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dol- 
lars." It  is  very  evident  that  the  testator  meant  in  that  clause 
of  the  will  the  New  York  Bible  Society. 

This  corporation  was  formed  nnder  the  general  act  of  1848, 
and  the  question  arises  as  to  whether  the  restrictions  of  the 
sixth  section  of  that  act  still  exists. 

The  case  of  Zefevre  agt.  Zefevre  (69  JV.  Y.j  434),  is  refer- 
red to  as  an  authority,  by  the  counsel  for  the  Bible  Society,  to 
show  that  the  act  of  1860  repealed  so  much  of  section  6  of 
the  act  of  1848  as  was  inconsistent  therewith,  and  the  same 
case  is  also  appealed  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  Hol- 
ahan,  as  an  authority  for  the  position  that  the  restrictions  of  sec- 
tion 6  of  the  act  of  1848  apply  to  the  New  York  Bible  Society. 

It  is  impossible  to  tell,  from  the  report  of  the  case  above 
named,  how  far  the  court  concurred  in  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
justice  FoLGKE,  but  they  must  have  concurred  in  that  portion 
of  his  opinion  which  held  that  the  statute  of  1860  did  not 
affect  or  restrict  the  operation  of  the  two  months'  clause  of 
section  6  of  the  act  of  1848. 

This  being  true,  the  bequest  to  the  New  York  Bible  Soci- 
ety cannot  be  sustained,  the  will  of  the  testator  having  been 
made  less  than  two  months  prior  to  his  death. 

The  next  article  in  the  will  which  is  attacked,  is  the  ninth 
clause,  which  reads  as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the 
New  York  City  Mission  and  Tract  Society  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars." 

This  society  was  incorporated  by  chapter  63  of  the  Laws  of 
1866.  Section  1  of  the  act  gives  it  the  power  to  take  by 
devise  real  and  personal  property  not  exceeding  $50,000  yearly 
value,  subject  to  any  provisions  of  law  in  relation  to  devises 
and  bequests  by  will. 

It  is  contended  that  this  legacy  is  wholly  void,  because  of 
the  limitations  contained  in  the  act  of  1848,  section  6. 

This  objection  will  be  considered  in  connection  with  the 
same  objection  as  to  other  corporations. 

The  next  article  of  the  will  which  is  attacked  is  clause  tenth, 
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which  reads  as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Trus- 
tees of  the  Gteneral  Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  for  the  use  of  the  Fund  of 
Disabled  Ministers,  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars." 

In  view  of  the  conclusion  to  wliich  I  have  arrived  in  respect 
to  this  legacy,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  defendant,  the  Trustees  of  the  General  Assembly 
of  the  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
or  the  defendant,  the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Eelief  for  Dis- 
abled Ministers,  and  the  widows  and  orphans  of  deceased  min- 
isters, was  the  corporation  intended  to  be  named  by  the  testa- 
tor in  the  tenth  clause  of  his  will. 

Both  of  these  corporations  are  organized  under  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania.  The  first,  under  a  special  act  of  the  general 
assembly  of  Pennsylvania,  passed  in  1799,  and  a  supplement 
passed  in  1864.  The  latter  was  organized  under  a  general  law 
of  the  commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  in  1876.  In  1855, 
the  general  assembly  of  Pennsylvania  passed  an  act,  sections 
11  and  15  of  which  are  as  follows: 

"XI.  No  estate,  real  or  personal,  shall  hereafter  be 
bequeathed,  devised  or  conveyed  to  any  body  politic,  or  to  any 
person  in  trust  for  religious  or  charitable  uses,  except  the 
same  be  done  by  deed  or  will,  attested  by  two  creditable  and 
at  the  time  disinterested  witnesses,  at  least  one  calendar  month 
before  the  decease  of  the  testator  or  alienor,  and  all  disposi- 
tions of  property  contrary  hereto  shall  be  void  and  go  to  the 
residuary  legatee  or  devisee,  next  of  kin  or  heirs  according  to 
law;  provided  that  any  disposition  of  property  within  said 
period  hona  fide  made  for  a  fair  valuable  consideration  shall 
not  be  hereby  avoided." 

"  XV.  All  dispositions  of  property  hereafter  made  to  relig- 
ious, charitable,  literary  or  scientific  uses,  and  all  incorpora- 
tions or  associations  formed  for  such  objects,  shall  be  taken  to 
have  been  made  and  formed  under  and  in  subordination  to  all 
the  duties  and  requisitions  of  this  act  as  rules  of  property  and 
laws  for  their  government." 
Vol.  LIX        8 
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From  the  foregoing  it  appears  that  a  bequest,  such  as  is 
now  under  consideration,  is,  if  made  by  a  citizen  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, beyond  all  question,  void. 

It  would  appear  that  it  has  become  part  of  the  public  policy 
of  that  commonwealth,  as  it  has  become  that  of  most  of  the 
other  states  of  the  Union,  to  prohibit  a  testator,  unless  the  act 
is  accompanied  with  due  deliberation,  and  unless  such  time  is 
allowed  to  elapse  as  gives  an  opportunity  to  revoke  the  same, 
if  hasty  or  iU-considered,  from  setting  aside  the  claims  of  those 
whom  he  is  leaving  behind  him,  and  who  have  a  natural  right 
to  look  to  him  for  some  provision  for  their  future  life,  and 
the  giving  of  his  fortune  to  religious  and  charitable  corpora- 
tions. It  allows  a  testator  to  make  any  disposition  of  his  prop- 
erty which  he  desires,  accompanied  with  due  deliberation,  but 
wisely  prohibits  a  disposition  which  is  so  open  to  abuse,  and 
which  is  so  frequently  made  under  conditions  which  entirely 
warp  the  judgment. 

The  wisdom  of  the  acts  of  1848  and  1860,  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  could  hardly  have  a  better  exemplification  than  is 
furnished  by  the  facts  of  the  present  case.  The  testator  hav- 
ing a  sister,  with  whom  he  seems  to  have  been  on  friendly 
terms,  and  who  was  a  widow,  with  two  children,  and  who  was 
compelled  to  keep  a  boarding-house  to  support  herself  and 
family,  gives  the  whole  of  his  estate,  amounting  to  over  a  half 
of  a  million  dollars,  to  religious  corporations,  excepting  the 
pitiful  sum  of  $1,000,  which  he  gives  to  his  sister. 

In  the  case  of  Charriberlain  agt.  Chamberlam  (43  N,  1^., 
424)  the  court  of  appeals  have  laid  down  with  great  distinct- 
ness the  rules  which  are  to  govern  in  determining  the  validity 
of  legacies  by  citizens  of  this  state  to  corporations  of  foreign 
states. 

The  court  say  as  follows  : 

''  Personal  property  has  no  locality,  and,  therefore,  the  law 
of  the  domicile  of  the  owner  governs  its  transmission,  either 
by  last  will  and  testament,  or  by  succession,  in  case  of  intes- 
tacy (2  Kent  Com.^  429 ;  Motdton  agt.  Eunty  23  If.  F.,  394 ; 
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Laurence  agt.  Kitteridge^  21  Conn.^  577).  But  if,  within  the 
lex  damiciltiy  a  will  has  all  the  forms  and  requisites  to  pass 
title  to  personalty,  the  validity  of  particular  bequests  will 
depend  upon  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  legatee  and  of 
the  government  to  which  the  fund  is,  by  the  terms  of  the  will, 
to  be  titmsmitted  for  administration,  and  the  particular  pur- 
poses indicated  by  the  testator.  Whatever  may  be  the  law  of 
Pennsylvania,  a  testator  domiciled  in  that  state  cannot  estab- 
lish, by  bequests  of  personalty  to  citizens  or  corporations  of 
this  state,  a  charity  or  trust  to  be  administered  here  inconsis- 
tent with  the  policy  or  the  laws  of  this  state.  A  gift  by  will 
of  a  citizen  of  this  state  to  a  charity,  or  upon  a  trust  to  be 
administered  in  a  sister  state,  which  would  be  lawful  in  this 
state,  the  domicile  of  the  donor,  would  not  be  sustained  if  it 
was  not  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which 
the  fund  was  to  be  administered. 

^'  Bequests  in  aid  of  foreign  charities,  valid  and  legal  in  the 
place  of  their  existence,  will  be  supported  by  the  courts  of 
the  state  in  which  the  bequests  are  made  {HiU  on  TrtisteeSj 
457).  If  the  legatee,  whether  a  natural  or  artificial  person, 
and  whether  he  takes  in  his  own  right  or  interest,  is  capable, 
by  the  law  of  his  domicile,  to  take  the  legacy  in  the  capacity 
and  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  given,  and  the  bequest  is, 
in  other  respects,  valid,  it  will  be  sustained,  irrespective  of  the 
law  of  the  testator's  domicile,  subj  ect,  however,  to  this  quali- 
fication, that  if  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicile,  in  terms, 
forbid  bequests  for  any  particular  purpose,  or  in  any  other 
way  limit  the  capacity  of  the  testator  in  the  disposal  of  his 
property  by  will,  a  gift  in  contravention  of  the  law  of  the 
testator's  domicile  would  be  void  everywhere." 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that,  in  order  that  bequests  in  aid  of 
foreign  charities,  made  by  citizens  of  this  state,  shall  be  sup- 
ported by  the  courts  of  this  state,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
bequest  shall  be  valid  and  legal  in  the  state  where  the  charities 
exist.  In  other  words,  this  state  will  not  support  a  bequest 
to  a  corporation  which  is  void  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in 
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which  the  recipient  is  situated,  or  where  it  appears  that  such 
bequest  is  against  the  public  policy  of  that  state. 

It  is  no  answer  to  this  objection  to  say  that  the  Trustees  of 
the  General  Assembly,  &c.,  having  been  chartered  by  special 
act  in  1799,  their  powers  cannot  now  be  restricted  by  the  act 
of  1855,  because,  as  has  already  been  shown,  the  question  is 
whether  a  bequest  made  under  the  circumstances  which  the 
bequest  under  consideration  was  made  is  valid  by  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania. 

It  appearing  that  this  bequest,  being  in  contravention  of 
the  act  of  1855,  is  void  in  Pennsylvania,  the  domicile  of  the 
legatee,  it  is  consequently  void  in  New  York,  the  domicile  of 
the  testator. 

The  legacy  contained  in  the  eleventh  article  of  the  will 
seems  to  be  valid. 

The  legacy  contained  in  the  twelfth  article  of  the  will,  of 
$1,000  to  the  Sabbath  schools  of  the  Scotch  Presbyterian 
Church,  cannot  be  supported. 

There  is  no  beneficiary  named  who  has  the  power  to  take. 
It  would  be  a  great  stretch  of  construction  to  put  in  the  name 
of  the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church  as  beneficiary,  limiting 
the  use  of  that  legacy  to  the  Sabbath  schools. 

The  next  article  of  the  will  which  is  attacked  is  the  thir- 
teenth, which  reads  as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
the  Presbyterian  Hospital  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars, 
for  which  aid  and  care  is  to  be  given  to  any  of  the  members 
of  ^the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church  who  may  require  aid  in 
sickness." 

The  objection  raised  to  this  legacy  is  that  it  is  void  by  the 
provisions  of  section  6  of  the  act  of  1848,  and  this  brings  us 
to  the  consideration  of  the  question  as  to  how  far  this  section 
of  this  act-is  applicable  to  the  various  corporations  heretofore 
mentioned. 

The  act  amending  the  charter  of  the  Union  Theological 
Seminary,  passed  in  1870,  provides  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
it  to  take  by  devise  or  otherwise,  subject  to  all  the  provisions 
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of  law  relating  to  devises  and  bequests  by  last  will  and 
testament. 

The  act  incorporating  the  New  York  City  Mission  and 
Tract  Society,  chapter  63  of  the  Laws  of  1866,  provides  that 
it  shall  be  capable  of  taking  by  purchase  or  devise  for  the  uses 
and  purposes  of  the  corporation,  subject  to  any  provisions  of 
law  in  relation  to  devises  and  bequests  by  will. 

The  act  incorporating  the  Presbyterian  Hospital,  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  chapter  15  of  the  Laws  of  1868,  provides  that 
it  shall  be  capable  of  taking  by  devise  or  otherwise,  so  far  as 
the  same  is  in  accordance  with  the  general  laws  of  the  state 
and  not  otherwise. 

The  act  incorporating  the  Board  of  Home  Missions  of  the 
Presbyterian  Church,  &c.,  chapter  287  of  the  Laws  of  1872, 
provides  that  it  may  take  by  devise,  subject,  however,  to  all 
the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  devises  and  bequests  by  last 
will  and  testament. 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  right  of  the  four  above-named  cor- 
porations to  take  by  devise  or  bequest  is  restricted  by  the  law 
of  their  incorporation,  and  is  thereby  made  subject  either  to 
all  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  devises  and  bequests,  or 
subject  to  any  provision  of  law  relating  to  devises  or  bequests, 
or  subject  to  the  general  laws  of  the  state. 

Section  6  of  the  act  of  1848  would  seem  to  be  certainly  a 
provision  of  law  in  respect  to  devises  and  bequests  by  last 
wOl  and  testament,  and  it  indicates  the  general  policy  of  this 
state  in  reference  to  devises  and  bequests  to  corporations  incor- 
porated for  benevolent  purposes. 

It  is  true  that  the  provisions  of  this  section,  by  its  terms 
make  it  applicable  only  to  corporations  formed  under  the  act 
containing  it. 

That  the  legislature  has  tho  right  to  make  this  provision  of 
law  applicable  to  such  corporations  as  they  might  see  fit,  other 
than  those  incorporated  under  the  act  of  1848,  could  not  be 
seriously  questioned,  even  if  the  proposition  had  not  been 
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determined  by  the  court  of  appeals  as  it  has  been  done  in  the 
case  of  Lefevre  agt.  Lefevre^  above  mentioned. 

It  may  be  trae  that  the  act  of  1860  may  indicate  a  change 
of  policy  in  some  respects  upon  the  part  of  the  state,  but  it 
in  no  way  interferes  or  is  inconsistent  with  the  two  months' 
limitation  contained  in  the  act  of  1848. 

If  this  limitation  in  section  6  of  the  act  of  1848,  still  exist, 
then,  if  the  privileges  of  a  corporation  are  made  expressly 
subject  to  any  and  all  provisions  of  law,  how  can  they  be 
exempted  from  the  operation  of  this  provision  ? 

At  the  time  of  the  incorporation  of  these  associations  sec- 
tion 6  of  the  act  of  1848  and  the  act  of  1860,  were  the  only 
provisions  of  law  of  any  general  character  which  related  to 
benevolent  corporations. 

That  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1848,  are  general  in  their 
character  is  conceded  by  both  of  the  opinions  in  the  case  of 
Lefeoer  agt.  Lefever^  above  mentioned. 

In  the  charters  above  referred  to,  the  legislature,  by  their 
language,  clearly  indicate  that  they  had  in  mind  the  fact  that 
there  was  more  than  one  provision  of  law  in  relation  to  devises 
and  bequests  to  benevolent  associations,  because  they  say  that 
the  right  to  take  by  devise  shall  be  subject  to  all  the  provi- 
sions of  law  or  any  provision  of  law ;  language  inconsistent 
with  the  idea  that  reference  was  had  to  a  single  provision  of 
the  legislature  regulating  devises  and  bequests  to  benevolent 
corporations,  as  would  be  the  case  if  all  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1848  are  excluded. 

That  this  view  is  correct  seems  to  be  placed  beyond  all  doubt 
when  we  consider  what  the  legislature  do  when  they  intend 
that  the  restrictions  of  the  act  of  1860  only  shall  apply  to  a 
corporation  which  they  are  incorporating. 

In  1862,  the  Board  of  Foreign  Missions  of  the  Presbyte- 
rian Church,  &c.,  was  incorporated  by  the  legislature,  and  was 
given  the  power  of  taking  by  devise  and  was  made  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  chapter  360  of  the  Laws  of  1860.  Language 
very  different  from  that  used  in  the  charter  previously  named. 
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The  language  used  in  the  charter  of  the  Presbyterian  Hos- 
pital to  take  by  devise,  subject  to  the  general  laws  of  the  state, 
is  different  from  that  which  we  have  been  considering,  but  it 
adds  a  further  strong  argument  in  favor  of  what  has  been 
already  said  in  reference  to  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

This  language  clearly  imports  that  the  legislature  had  in 
view  the  existence  of  more  than  one  law  regulating  devises 
and  bequests  to  charitable  institutions.  They  make  the 
Presbyterian  Hospital's  power  to  take  by  devise  subject  to  the 
general  "  laws "  of  the  state,  and  by  the  use  of  the  word 
"  laws  "  instead  of  "  law,"  we  must  assume  that  it  was  done 
with  deliberation  and  knowledge  of  what  previous  legislation 
had  been,  and  as  the  acts  of  1860  and  1848  were  the  only 
laws  upon  the  statute  book  relating  to  the  subject,  which  were 
general  in  their  character,  the  legislature  must  have  intended 
to  refer  to  these  acts  when  they  speak  of  the  general  laws  of 
the  state  relating  to  this  subject. 

The  legacies,  therefore,  to  the  Union  Theological  Seminary, 
the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  the  New  York  City 
Mission  and  Tract  Society,  and  the  Presbyterian  Hospital, 
are  void. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is  the  provision  of  the 
will  reading  as  follows :  '^  The  legacies  are  to  be  paid  as  soon 
as  the  amounts  can  be  collected  out  of  funds  now  invested  on 
bond  and  mortgage  at  the  city  of  Grand  Bapids,  Michigan." 

Some  of  the  parties  claim  that  this  direction  requires  all  the 
legacies  to  be  provided  for  out  of  the  income  ord/y  of  the  prop- 
erty in  Michigan,  as  it  should  be  received.  Others  claim  that 
the  principal  only  should  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  lega- 
cies, and  others  again  claim  that  both  the  principal  and  inter- 
est of  the  property,  as  fast  as  received,  should  form  the  fund 
out  of  which  the  legacies  should  be  paid.  I  think  the  latter 
expresses  the  true  intention  of  the  testator.  It  seems  to  be 
evident  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  legacies  should  be 
paid  as  soon  as  possible  out  of  his  moneys  invested  in  Michi- 
gan, and  after  the  payment  of  these  legacies  the  widow  is 
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to  be  entitled  to  the  income  of  all  of  the  estate  during  her 
life. 

That  ifi,  that  a  BiiflScient  amount  of  the  funds  invested  in 
Michigan  to  meet  the  legacies  should  be  collected  as  soon  as 
possible  bj  the  executors,  and  that  after  such  fund  should  be 
provided,  the  widow  should  be  entitled  to  the  income  on  the 
balance. 

The  next  question  which  is  raised  and  which  it  is  necessaiy 

to  consider  is  the  validity  of  the  bequest  to  Amelia  Kerr,  the 

widow,  during  her  life,  of  the  net  income  of  the  estate  after 
the  payment  of  the  legacies. 

I  can  see  no  valid  objection  to  the  validity  of  this  portion 
of  the  will.  It  is  entirely  evident  what  the  intention  of  the 
testator  was,  and  he  has  expressed  such  intention  in  language 
reasonably  certain.  He  intended  to  give  to  his  widow  the 
income  of  aU  of  the  estate  after  the  payment  of  the  legacies, 
and,  I  think,  that  it  is  very  evident  that  the  executors  named 
in  the  will  are  the  trustees  under  the  will  to  hold  this  estate 
during  the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  Kerr,  ana  collect  the  income  there- 
from, and  pay  the  same  to  her  during  her  life. 

This  evident  intention  of  the  testator  cannot  be  defeated 
because  of  the  failure  of  certain  of  the  legacies  to  vest 

There  is  no  rule  of  construction  which  imposes  such  a  pen- 
alty, because  a  will  contains  an  invalid  legacy. 

It  follows  from  this  that  no  part  of  the  estate,  except  such 
as  it  will  subsequently  appear  Mrs.  Kerr  is  entitled  to  receive 
under  the  statute  of  distribution,  is  to  be  paid  over  to  her,  but 
is  to  be  held  by  the  executors  as  trustees  under  the  will. 

It  is  also  apparent  that  the  duties  of  the  executor  and 
administrator  with  the  will  annexed  appointed  by  the  probate 
judge  in  Michigan,  after  paying  and  satisfying,  in  due  course 
of  administration,  all  debts  or  claims  of  any  kind  existing  in 
favor  of  any  persons,  residents  in  Michigan,  are  to  transfer 
and  pay  over  the  rest  of  the  estate  in  their  hands  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  the  principal  executors  charged  with  the  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies  and  with  the  final  distribution  of  the  estate, 
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the  fond  bo  received  after  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies 
to  be  held  by  the  plaintifis  as  trustees  ander  the  will. 

The  only  remaining  questions  to  be  considered,  are  as  to 
the  constrnction  of  the  eighteenth,  inaptly  called  the  residuary, 
clause  of  the  will,  and  the  question  as  to  what  disposition  must 
be  made  of  the  void  legacies.  I  do  not  think  that  the  criti- 
cism made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  Holahan,  as  to 
the  uncertainty  as  to  the  names  of  the  beneficiaries  intended 
in  the  eighteenth  clause  of  the  will,  is  well  taken. 

The  testator  evidently  referred  to  the  numbers  attached  to 
the  several  articles  of  his  wilL 

The  eighteenth  clause  of  the  wiU  reads  as  follows :  ^^  I  give 
and  bequeath  all  the  principal  left  of  my  estate,  after  the 
death  of  my  wife,  Amelia  Kerr,  to  the  societies,  seminary  or 
institutions  named  in  the  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  ninth  and  tenth 
articles  or  bequests,  to  be  divided  according  to  the  several 
amounts  so  bequeathed).jpro  rata?^ 

It  is  conceded  by  all  the  parties  that  the  above  bequests  are 
subject  to  the  act  of  1860,  and  that  the  same  are  valid  only 
to  the  extent  of  one-half  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  the 
valid  legacies  previously  given  being  included  in  that  one- 
half,  lliis  section  distributing  the  principal  left  of  the  estate, 
after  the  death  of  his  wife,  to  the  societies,  seminary  or  insti- 
tutions named  in  the  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  ninth  and  tenth 
articles  to  be  divided  according  to  the  several  amounts  so 
bequeathed,  jpr^?  roto,  when  fully  stated,  is  tO'  be  read  as  fol- 
lows :  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  principal  left  of  my  estate, 
after  the  death  of  my  wife,,  to  the  following,  named  socie- 
ties, seminary  or  institutions  in  the  following  proportions, 
to  wit: 

To  the  Union  Theological  Seminary  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  ten  twenty-sixth  parts  thereof. 

To  the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Foreign  Missions  five  twenty- 
sixth  parts  thereof. 

To  the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  five  twenty- 
sixth  parts  thereof. 
VouLIX        9 
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To  the  New  York  City  Miesion  and  Tract  Society,  one 
twenty-sixth  part  thereof. 

To  the  TrosteeB  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the  Presby- 
terian Church  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the  use  of 
the  fund  of  disabled  ministers,  fiye  twenty-sixth  parts  thereof. 

After  the  word  "  estate  *'  in  the  foregoing  bequest,  the  law 
of  1860,  inserts  the  words  ^^  not  exceeding  more  than  one-half 
thereof  after  the  payment  of  my  debts." 

When  this  eighteenth  clause  is  read  in  the  manner  indicated, 
it  is  apparent  that  the  residuum  is  not  given  to  these  corpora- 
tions as  a  class,  but  that  the  proportion  of  each  is  distindy 
specified  in  the  will,  and  that,  if  any  of  the  bequests  are  void, 
as  to  such  bequests  the  testator  has  died  intestate  and  they 
must  be  distributed  under  the  statute  of  distribution  {Down- 
ing agt.  Marshall^  23  iT.  F.,  382 ;  WAiU  agt.  Howard,  46 
iT.  T.,  144). 

As  to  that  portion  of  the  estate  as  to  which  the  testator  has 
died  intestate,  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Eerr,  is  entitled  to  receive 
her  share  as  provided  for  by  the  statute  of  distribution  {Hoes 
agt.  Van  Hbesen,  1  Barb.  Chan.,  396). 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  bequest  in  the  second  article  of 
the  will  of  $10,000  to  Edward  H.  Dougherty,  in  trust,  is  valid. 

That  the  bequests  in  the  sixth  article  of  the  will  to  the 
Presbyterian  Board  of  Foreign  Missions,  and  in  the  eleventh 
article  of  the  will  to  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Scotch 
Presbyterian  Church,  are  valid. 

That  the  bequest  in  the  fifth  article  of  the  will  to  the  Union 
Theological  Seminary,  and  in  the  seventh  article  thereof  to 
the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Missions,  and  in  the  eighth 
article  thereof  to  the  New  York  City  Bible  Society,  and  in 
the  ninth  article  thereof  to  the  New  York  City  Mission  and 
Tract  Society,  and  in  the  tenth  article  thereof  to  the  Trustees 
of  the  General  Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church,  &c.^ 
and  in  the  twelfth  article  of  the  will  to  the  Sabbath  school  of 
the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church,  and  in  the  thirteenth  article 
«of  the  will  to  the  Presbyterian  Hospital,  are  void,  and  that 
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the  testator  has  died  intestate  as  to  the  stimB  mentioned  in  said 
void  bequests,  and  the  same  must  be  distribted  to  his  widow 
and  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  statute  of  distribution. 

That  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  funds  invested  in 
Michigan  are  to  be  devoted  to  the  payment  of  the  legacies. 

That  the  bequest  in  the  fifteenth  article  of  the  will  of  all 
the  net  income  of  the  testator's  estate,  after  the  payment  of 
the  legacies  to  the  testator's  widow,  Amelia  Kerr,  during  her 
lifetime,  is  valid,  she  being  entitled  to  receive  the  income  dur- 
ing her  life,  the  executors  named  in  the  will4iolding  the  prin- 
cipal of  the  estate  as  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  collecting 
the  income  during  the  life  of  Mrs.  Kerr,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  distributing  the  principal  after  her  death. 

That  the  bequest  in  the  eighteenth  article  of  the  will,  by 
which  the  testator  bequeaths  to  the  societies  named  in  the 
fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  ninth  and  tenth  articles  of  the  will,  all 
the  principal  left  of  his  estate,  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  is 
void,  so  far  as  it  attempts  to  dispose  of,  including  the  herein- 
before mentioned  valid  legacies,  more  than  one-half  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  as 
to  such  excess  the  testator  died  intestate  and  the  same  is  to  be 
distributed  according  to  the  statute  of  distribution. 

That  the  bequests  in  the  eighteenth  article  of  the  will,  to 
the  Union  Theological  Seminary,  to  the  Presbyterian  Board 
of  Home  Missions,  to  the  New  York  City  Mission  and  Tract 
Society,  and  to  the  trustees  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
Presbyterian  Church,  &c.,  are  void. 

That  the  legacy  in  the  eighteenth  article,  to  the  Presbyterian 
Board  of  Foreign  Missions,  is  valid,  and  that  under  such 
bequest  the  said  board,  upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Kerr,  is  enti- 
tled under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  note  to  the  case  of 
Cfiamherlain  agt.  Chamberlain  (we  being  left  entirely  in 
the  dark  as  to  the  reason  for  the  modification  of  the  result 
arrived  at  in  the  opinion,  contained  in  the  note,  the  opinion 
seeming  to  be  better  law),  to  five  twenty-sixth  parts  of  the 
whole  estate  left  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Kerr. 
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The  testator  having  died  intestate  as  to  all  of  his  estate  men- 
tioned in  the  eighteenth  clause  of  his  will,  except  as  to  five 
twentjHsixth  parts  thereof,  Mrs.  Kerr,  his  widow,  is  entitled 
toreoeive  her  share  under  the  statute  of  distribution,  the 
defendant,  Holahan's,  share  being  subject  to  the  life  estate  of 
Mrs.  Kerr. 


•    SXJPREME  COURT. 


EzEimcTi  J.  DoNifELL  sgt.  Geobge  W.  Williams  et  oL. 
Robert  H.  Rouittsee  eb  cH.  agt.  The  Same. 

AMadwnenJt — viKait  mu$t  be  stated  in  affidcwU  upon  wikUh  it  is  procured — 
Pa/rtMre-—  Nonr^eddeTUe — Beroiee — Oodeqf  OitHProeedv/re,  M0<»on686. 

In  an  action  i^gainst  the  members  of  a  firm,  the  plaintiff,  D.,  procured  an 
attachment  upon  an  affidavit  which  omitted  to  state  that  the  amount 
which  he  claimed  was  due  over  and  above  all  counter-claims  known  to 
him.  Both  'defendants  were  non-residents.  The  one,  B.,  upon  whom 
personal  service  in  the  action  was  made  appeared,  but  interposed  no 
defense.  The  other,  W.,  was  not  personally  served  with  process,  and 
publication  was  not  made  within  the  thirty  days  required  by  the  stat- 
ute. In  an  other  action  by  R,  the  attachment  issued  was  also  against 
both  defendants,  one  of  whom,  B.,  appeared,  but  interposed  no  defense, 
and  the  other,  W.,  was  duly  proceeded  against  by  advertisement: 

HM,  that  D's  attachment  was  bad,  ab  imUo,  because  of  the  failure  to  com- 
ply with  section  686  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  inomittingto  state 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  specified  over  and 
above  all  counter-claims  known  to  him  (Per  Babbbtt,  J.). 

ffM,  also,  that  the  effect  of  non-publication  was  to  destroy  the  attachment 
of  D.  as  to  W.,  and  were  it  not  for  his  failure  to  comply  with  section 
686,  the  plaintiff,  D.,  would  be  entitled  to  retain  his  attachment  as  to  B. 
for  whatever  it  was  worth.  It  could  not  be  absolutely  discharged 
merely  because  no  lien  upon  the  firm's  property  had  been  thereby 
acquired  (Per  Barrett,  J.). 

Jfvrst  Bepartmenty  General  Term^  Ma/rchj  1880. 
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Afpbal  from  order  denying  motion  to  vacate  attachment  in 
the  first-entitled  action. 

J.  A.  S^4mch/y  for  appellant. 

F.  J.  Dtipignaey  for  respondents. 

Bbady,  J. —  The  plaintiff,  Donnell,  procured  an  attachment 
upon  an  affidavit  which  omitted  to  state  that  the  amoxmt  which 
he  claimed  was  due  over  and  above  all  connlbr-claims  known 
to  him ;  and  the  error,  though  inf erentially,  was  not  directly, 
corrected  by  any  positive  averment  subsequently  made.  Both 
of  the  defendants  were  non-residents.  The  one  upon  whom 
personal  service  in  the  action  was  made  appeared,  but  inrter- 
posed  no  defense.  The  other  was  not  personally  served  with 
process,  and  publication  was  not  made  within  the  thirty  days 
required  by  the  statute. 

The  attachment  issued  at  the  suit  of  Bountree  was  also 
against  both  defendants,  one  of  whom  appeared,  but  inter- 
posed no  defense,  and  the  other  (Williams)  was  duly  proceeded 
against  by  advertisement  according  to  law. 

The  application  to  discharge  the  attachment,  granted  at  the 
instance  of  Donnell,  was  founded,  therefore,  upon  the  inval- 
idity of  the  attachment,  but  chiefly  upon  the  ground  of  the 
omission  already  stated.  The  effect  of  the  non-publication 
required  as  to  Williams  in  the  attachment  obtained  by  Don- 
nell left  that  process  effective  only  against  the  defendant 
Bimie ;  and  without  passing  upon  the  question  whether,  even 
as  to  him,  it  was  not  invalid  by  reason  of  the  omission  men- 
tioned, and,  assuming  the  contrary,  it  reached  only  his  indi- 
vidual interest  in  the  copartnership  property,  and  the  firm 
having  been  insolvent  at  the  time  the  attachment  was  issued, 
that  interest  amounted  to  nothing. 

This  result  has  been  distinctly  declared  in  the  case  of  Stoats 
agt  BrUtawe  (78  iT.  F.,  264). 

The  learned  justice,  in  deciding  this  motion  in  the  court 
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below,  was  under  the  impression  that  the  case  quoted  was  one 
brought  against  one  member  of  a  copartnership  for  his  indi- 
vidual debt.  But  this  was  erroneous.  It  was  brought  against 
the  firm  of  which  the  person  proceeded  against  by  attachment 
waa  a  member.  Applying  the  rule  stated,  the  attachment 
issued  on  behalf  of  Donnell  did  not  afiect  the  partnership 
property,  and  none  of  the  partnership  assets,  therefore,  were 
covered  by  it ;  and  its  application  to  that  property  was  not 
secured  by  virtue  of  any  lien  acquired  by  the  attachment 
issued.  It  is  not  so,  however,  with  the  attachment  issued  by 
the  plaintiff,  Kountree,  and  others,  because  it  was  perfected  as 
to  both  defendants,  and,  therefore,  was  effectual  as  a  lien  upon 
their  property  jointly,  because  the  individual  rights  of  each, 
as  to  the  partnership  assets,  were  affected  by  it. 

The  result  of  these  considerations  is  that  the  attachment, 
issued  upon  the  application  of  DonneU,  should  be  discharged, 
because  no  lien  had  been  acquired  by  it,  so  that  full  force  and 
effect  should  be  given  to  the  attachment  obtained  by  Koun- 
tree  and  others  and  an  apparent  obstacle  to  their  lien  removed. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

Barbbtt,  J. —  I  concur  in  the  result,  but  upon  other  grounds 
from  those  stated  by  Mr.  justice  Bsadt.  I  agree  with  him 
that  the  effect  of  non-publication  was  to  destroy  the  attach- 
ment as  to  Williams,  and  that  the  cause  proceeded  thence- 
forward precisely  as  though  the  attachment  had  originally 
issued  against  Bimie  alone.  That  brought  the  case  directly 
within  Stoats  agt.  Bristowe  (73  N.  7".,  264),  namely,  a  suit 
pending  against  the  firm,  with  an  attachment  therein  against 
but  one  of  its  members. 

But  were  the  case  free  from  other  difficulties,  the  plaintiff, 
Donnell,  would  be  entitled  to  retain  his  attachment  as  to 
Birnie  for  whatever  it  was  worth,  and  we  could  not  discharge 
it  absolutely  merely  because  no  hen  upon  the  firm  property 
had  been  thereby  acquired.  We  might  set  it  aside  as  against 
Williams  and  leave  the  law  to  take  its  course. 
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But  I  think  Donnell'B  attacliinent  was  bad,  abmitio^  becanee 
of  the  failure  to  comply  with  section  636  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  in  omitting  to  state  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  the  sum  speciiied  over  and  above  all  counter-claims 
known  to  him.  This  provision  was  new  and  was  undoubtedly 
intended  as  a  saf^nard  against  the  wrongful  and  oppressive 
use  of  this  remedy,  in  cases  where  the  plaintifi,  though  having 
a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants,  knows  very  well  that 
the  latter  has  a  counter-claim  equal  to  the  demand  or  some 
part  of  it.  This  was  a  matter  of  substance  and  could  not  be 
disregarded.  It  was  a  prerequisite  to  the  granting  of  the 
attachment.  Upon  this  ground,  I  think,  the  order  should  be 
reversed  and  the  Donnell  attachment  vacated. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  concurs  with  Baseett,  J. 


SUPREME  COXJRT. 

COENELIUS  H.  DSLAMATER  Ct  ol  agt.  P.  H.  BySNE. 

Undertaking  on  appeal  to  court  ofappedle — euffldency  of — What  constitutes 
ahousehMer^Codeof  0ml  Proeedwre,  sections  812, 1826. 

A.  surety,  upon  an  undertaking  given  on  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
pursuant  to  section  1826  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  who  is  engaged 
in  the  milling  business,  and  who  rents  and  occupies  a  miU  within  the 
the  state  and  owns  the  machinery  therein,  is  to  be  deemed  a  ''house- 
holder," within  the  meaning  of  section  812  of  the  Code  of  CivU  Pro- 
cedure, and  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  the  undertaking. 

Special  Term,  JVoverriber,  1879. 

William  SparkSj  for  plaintiffs  and  respondents. 

Charles  G.  Oronin,  for  defendant  and  appellant. 

An  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  was  taken  by  the  defend- 
ant.in  this  case  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  affirming 
an  order  of  the  special  term. 
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An  Hndertakisg  wiu9  given  on  ench  appeal  under  section 
1826  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Prooedore,  with  two  sureties.  The 
sureties  having  been  excepted  to  thej  justified  upon  notice, 
when  9t  appeared  that  one  was  the  owner  of  real  estate  in 
Oneida  county,  in  this  state,  and  the  other  was  a  resident  of 
Brooklyn,  unmarried, without  immediate  relatives  and  boarded ; 
it  further  appeared  that  he  was  engaged  in  the  milling  business 
in  Brooklyn,  where  he  leased  a  mill,  the  machinery,  in  which 
he  owned. 

This  surety  was  objected  to  by  plaintifib  after  justification, 
on  the  ground  that  he  was  neither  a  '^  freeholder  or  house- 
holder within  the  state,"  within  the  meaning  of  section  812 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

It  was  insisted  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  surety  was  not  suf- 
ficient under  section  812  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
{Blood  agt.  Wilder  J  6  How.^  446 ;  Origm  agt.  Sutherla/nd^  14 
Ba/rb.^  456  ;  1  B&wo.  Z.  Dict.^  673 ;  Woodmard  agt.  Mwrray, 
18  John.,  400  ;  Brovme  agt.  WiM,  19  Wend.,  475). 

It  was  claimed  for  the  defendant  and  appellant  that  the  surety 
was  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  the  undertaking ;  that  the 
costs  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  no  event  would  exceed  $200. 
That  there  was  a  distinction  between  a  householder  under  the 
Bevised  Statutes  (3  R.  F.,  626),  and  a  householder  under  the 
Code,  for  the  purpose  of  baiL  That  under  the  Bevised  Stat- 
utes the  intent  was  to  protect  the  head  of  a  family  from  exe- 
cution against  certain  ^^  household  "  articles,  while  the  intent 
of  the  provision  of  the  Code  was  to  secure  the  continuance  of 
residence  within  the  state,  citing  The  Somerset  Savings  Bank 
agt.  Evyck  (38  How.,  323). 

And  that  the  sufficiency  of  sureties  on  appeal  is  purely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  judge  to  whom  the  undertaking 
is  submitted  for  approval,  citing  57  RoMoa/td,  170. 

After  advisement  judge  Van  Vobst  held  the  justification 
sufficient  and  approved  the  undertaking. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
Jake  S.  Dsdebick  agt  Oliveb  Fisk,  TTnited  States  marshal. 

Juri$dietion  —  BtaU  and  fideral  oowrU — when  action  in  Mtate  oowrt  vnM  he 
etayed  pending  an  appeal  to  UnHed  States  eupreme  court. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  against  defendant,  a  United  States  marshal, 
for  the  alleged  conyersion  of  certain  goods,  and  after  the  plaintUff  had 
given  the  proof  necessary  to  make  out  a  prima  fade  canse  of  action  the 
case  of  the  defendant  was  stated  and  opened,  the  defense  being  that  the 
goods  for  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  were  really  the  property 
of  D.  A  S.,  a  mercantile  firm;  that  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  had 
been  instituted  against  such  firm  and  a  warrant  had  been  duly  issued 
out  of  a  United  States  district  court  to  the  defendant,  as  a  Unit^  States 
marshal,  which  commanded  him  to  take  the  property  of  said  firm,  and 
by  virtue  thereof  he  had  taken  the -property  in  question;  evidence 
which  consisted  in  part  of  proof  tending  to  show  that  the  alleged  sale 
of  the  goods  to  the  plaintiff  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  creditors 
of  the  bankrupt  firm  was  objected  to  upon  the  ground  that  a  United  States 
marshal,  with  a  warrant  such  as  that  held  by  the  defendant,  was  in  no 
position  to  attack  a  sale  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  as  under  the  bankrupt 
law  he  could  only  take  property  of  the  bankrupt  in  his  possession,  the 
title  to  which  was  undisputed,  citing  the  case  of  Doyle  agt.  8ha/rpe  (74 
J^,  F.,  164),  on  the  faith  of  which  the  objection  was  sustained,  the  evi- 
dence excluded  and  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  withdraw  a  Juror  on 
payment  of  costs  and  to  amend  his  pleadings;  the  defendant  now 
moves  to  stay  the  trial  of  this  cause  pending  a  decision  upon  an  appeal 
which  has  been  taken  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
case  of  Doyle  agt.  Sharpe : 

EM,  that,  as  Doyle  agt  8ha/rpe  has  been  treated  as  one  foreclosing  all 
defense  to  this  action,  and  as  the  appeal  in  that  case  presents  a  grave 
question  which  may  be  deci^ve  of  the  present  action,  the  appeal  being 
now  pending  in  the  United  States  supreme  court,  the  decision  of  which 
tribunal  must  control,  this  action  will  be  stayed  to  await  the  decision 
on  such  appeal 

Speoial  Term^  Atigust^  1879. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  stay  the  trial  of  this  action  pend- 
ing Ikn  appeal  in  Dot/le  agt.  Sharpe  (74  JT.  T.y  164),  to  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States. 
Vol.  LIX        10 
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C.  Whittakery  for  defendaot  and  motion. 
F,  Z.  Wegibrooky  for  plaintiff  and  opposed. 

Westbeook,  J. — At  a  circuit  court  held  in  and  for  the 
county  of  TTlster,  in  April,  1879,  the  trial  of  this  cause  was 
commenced.  After  the  plaintiff  had  given  the  proof  neces- 
sary to  make  out  a  prima  fade  cause  of  action,  the  case  of 
the  defendant  was  stated  and  opened.  The  defense  was  that 
the  goods  for  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  were  really 
the  property  of  Dederick  &  Saulspaugh,  a  mercantile  firm 
doing  business  in  Saugerties,  Ulster  county.  That  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy  had  been  instituted  against  such  firm,  and 
a  warrant  had  been  duly  issued  out  of  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York,  and 
delivered  to  the  defendant  as  a  United  States  marshal,  which 
coDMnanded  him  to  take  the  property  of  said  firm,  and  by 
virtue  thereof  he  had  taken  the  property  in  question. 

When  the  defendant's  counsel  were  about  to  call  witnesses 
to  establish  their  defense,  which  consisted  in  part  of  proof 
tending  to  show  that  the  alleged  sale  of  the  goods  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  bank- 
rupt firm  of  Dederick  &  Saulspaugh  aforesaid,  such  evi- 
dence was  objected  to  by  the  coimsel  for  the  plaintiff,  upon 
the  ground,  that  a  United  States  marshal,  with  a  warrant  such 
as  that  held  by  the  defendant,  was  in  no  position  to  attack  a 
sale  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  as  under  the  bankrupt  law  he 
could  only  take  property  of  the  bankrupt  in  his  possession, 
the  title  to  which  was  undisputed.  The  case  of  Doyle  and 
others  agt.  Sha/rjpe  {now  reported  m  74  If.  J".,  154),  was  cited 
from  an  abstract  in  the  Weekly  Digest  in  support  of  the 
objection.  On  the  faith  of  that  report  the  objection  was  sus- 
tained and  the  evidence  excluded,  the  defendant  being  allowed 
to  withdraw  a  juror  on  payment  of  costs  of  the  circuit,  and 
to  amend  his  pleadings  upon  terms  as  then  directed. 

The  defendant  now  moves  to  stay  the  trial  of  this  cause,  in 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  76 

Dederick  agt.  Fisk. 

the  state  courts,  pending  a  decision  upon  an  appeal  which  has 
been  taken  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
case  of  Dcyle  agt.  Shanrpe^  and  which,  it  is  claimed,  will  there 
be  soon  determined. 

If  the  decision,  which  the  plaintiff  obtained  at  the  Ulster 
circuit,  was  right,  very  clearly,  the  motion  ought  to  be  granted. 

The  defendant,  relying  upon  several  decisions  in  the  federal 
courts,  had  seized  the  property  in  question  in  behalf  of  cred- 
itors of  a  bankrupt  firm,  intending  to  litigate  the  Ixynxi  fides 
of  the  plaintifPs  title.  If  the  state  courts  have  held  that  a 
marshal  holding  such  a  warrant  as  the  defendant  held  was  in 
no  position  to  raise  the  question  of  fraud,  or  to  dispute  the 
title  of  the  claimant,  it  would  seem  that  justice  requires  when 
a  cause  is  now  pending  on  appeal  to  the  federal  court,  which 
will  present  that  question,  to  stay  an  action  pending  in  the 
state  court.  This  would  be  just  to  all  parties ;  to  the  defend- 
ant, because  he  ought  not  to  be  barred  from  his  defense,  if  he 
has  one,  and  to  the  plaintiff,  also,  who  would  thus  be  saved 
from  k  heavy  expenditure,  if  the  law  as  maintained  in  the 
state  courts  is  reversed. 

On  the  present  motion,  however,  it  is  now  maintained  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  (it  is  not  the  same  counsel  who  appeared 
for  the  plaintiff  at  the  circuit)  that  the  court  held  wrong  at 
the  circuit,  and,  as  the  reported  case  in  74  N.  Y.  shows,  the 
court  of  appeals  never  decided  that  the  question  of  fraud 
could  not  be  litigated  by  a  marshal  seizing  property  as  the 
defendant  has  seized  it.  A  careful  reading  of  the  full  report 
of  DoyU^  and  others^  agt.  Sha/rpe  induces  me  to  believe  that 
he  is  right  in  his  view.  The  question  of  fraud  was  litigated 
upon  that  trial  {seepage  155),  and  the  subnnssion  thereof  to 
the  jury  was  approved.  The  judge,  on  page  156,  says :  «  The 
question  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  hona  fide  purchasers,  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  and  had  possession  on  their  own 
account,  and  for  themselves,  was  one  for  the  jury,  and  we  are 
unable  to  see  that  it  was  improperly  submitted  to  their  con- 
sideration on  the  trial,  by  the  judge  in  his  charge.     As  they 
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found  for  the  plaintifE,  their  verdict  is  not  the  subject  of 
review  upon  this  appeal."  And  again,  on  page  159,  he  says : 
^^  If  the  views  expressed  are  sound,  then,  the  question  as  to 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  was  for  the  jury,  and  the  judge 
committed  no  error  in  changing  them  that  if  Doyle,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  was  in  possession  of  the  goods,  claiming  them  as 
owner  himself,  that  the  plaintiflFs  were  entitled  to  recover  their 
value.  The  charge  thus  made  presented  the  true  construction 
to  be  put  upon  the  statute  and  was  entirely  correct."  It 
would  seem  from  the  opinion,  construed  by  the  light  of  these 
express  declarations,  that  it  had  been  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant, that  as  the  warrant  commanded  him  ^'  forthwith  to  take 
possession,  provisionally,  of  all  the  property  and  effects  of 
the  debtor,  and  safely  keep  the  same  until  the  further  order 
of  the  court,"  he  was  absolutely  protected  in  such  seizure  and 
that  it  was  for  the  bankrupt  court  to  adjudicate  disputed  ques- 
tions of  ownership.  This  proposition  is  probably  the  one 
which  the  learned  judge  combats,  though  the  language  sepa- 
rated from  the  rulings  at  the  circuit,  and  from  the  expressed 
approval  of  the  submission  of  the  question  of  fraud  to  the 
jury,  would  seem  to  warrant  the  position  taken  by  plaintifiPs 
counsel  at  the  circuit,  and  urged  by  the  defendant  on  this 
motion,  and  also  to  justify  the  syllabus  of  the  reporter  to  the 
case,  as  reported  in  74  iT.  JT.,  which  syllabus  certainly  jus- 
tifies the  objection  and  the  ruling  at  the  circuit. 

It  matters  not  much,  however,  which  view  of  the  scope  of 
the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  is  sound.  It  hardly  rests 
with  the  plaintiff  to  now  repudiate  the  soundness  of  a  decision 
obtained  in  her  behalf,  and  to  defeat  a  motion  made  on  the 
faith  thereof.  If  the  view  taken  at  the  circuit  and  based  upon 
an  imperfect  report  of  a  decision  was  wrong,  and  that  case 
only  decides  what  is  herein  stated,  it  is  still  obvious  that  a 
moBt  important  point  remains  to  be  settled  by  the  federal 
court.  The  object  and  policy  of  the  bankrupt  law,  as  has 
frequently  been  urged,  were  to  vest  all  questions  concerning 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  its  distribution  in  the  tribunal 
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having  jariadiction  of  such  proceedings  by  that  act.  If  this 
be  otherwise  then  state  coarts  may  decide  what  estate  a  bank- 
rupt has  for  the  federal  courts  to  distribute,  and  thus  really 
deprive  them  of  their  power  to  administer  upon  the  assets,  or 
by  a  claim  of  equal  power  to  determine  of  what  the  estate  con- 
sists, produce  confusion  by  a  collision  of  jurisdiction.  We  do 
not  undertake  to  say  where  the  power  to  decide  conflicting 
claims  of  ownership  of  property  arising  upon  the  distribution 
of  a  bankrupt's  estate  should  be  lodged,  whether  in  the  state 
or  national  courts,  or  in  either.  Neither  do  we  now  decide 
whether,  imder  the  law  as  it  existed,  and  irrespective  of  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Doyle  agt.  Sha/rpSy  the 
bankrupt  court  alone,  had  power  to  decide  what  property 
belonged  to  the  estate  it  was  invoked  to  distribute,  or  whether 
the  state  courts  might  or  might  not  legally  decide  the  same 
question ;  but  we  do  say,  however,  that  looking  at  the  objects 
and  purposes  of  the  bankrupt  act,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
warrant  issued  by  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  in 
bankruptcy,  that  the  marshal  shall  take  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty "  provisionally  »  *  ♦  and  gaf ely  keep  the 
same  until  the  further  order  of  the  court ; "  that  a  grave  ques- 
tion is  presented  whether  the  marshal  is  not  absolutely  pro- 
tected in  so  doing,  and  that  a  case  which  presents  such  a 
question  to  the  federal  court  submits  a  proposition  worthy  of 
grave  attention. 

As  the  case  of  Doyle  and  others  agt.  Sharpey  has  been 
treated  as  one  foreclosing  all  defense  to  this  action,  and  as  the 
court  can  see  that  the  appeal  in  that  case  does  present  a  grave 
question  which  may  be  decisive  of  the  present  action,  and  that 
such  appeal  is  now  pending  in  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  the  decision  of  which  tribunal  must  control, 
this  action  will  be  stayed  until  the  first  day  of  January  next, 
to  await  the  decision  on  such  appeal.  If  the  cause  is  not  then 
determined,  the  defendant  may  apply  for  a  further  order.  If 
the  appeal  is  not  prosecuted  to  a  speedy  hearing  the  plaintiff 
may  apply  for  relief.    The  defendant  must  also  stipulate  to 
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take  evidence  of  plaintiff  or  of  any  witness  whose  testimony 
she  desires  to  perpetuate.  Ten  dollars  costs  of  motion  shall 
abide  result  of  the  action. 


K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Agnes  Mateb,  individually  and  as  executrix  of  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  John  M.  Mayer,  deceased,  agt.  James 
MoOuNB. 

Specific  performance — W%U — Poioer  of  executrw  to  sell  or  exchange  real 
estcUe  —  Hifwfar  teetator^s  indebtedness  an  incv/mbrance  arid  lien  as  affect- 
ing ti&e  to  property  sold  by  exectUrix. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  for  the  sale  and  exchange  of  certain  real 
estate,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  prem- 
ises 487  West  Thirty-ninth  street,  and  assumed  to  convey  the  premises 
412  West  Fortieth  street  as  executrix  under  the  will  of  John  M.  Mayer; 
in  said  will  the  testator  first  directs  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  then 
devises  the  premises  last  named  to  his  wife,  the  plaintiff,  for  life  or  dur- 
ing widowhood,  upon  her  death  or  remarriage  the  said  premises  wctb 
devised  in  fee  to  his  surviving  children  or  their  issue.  Full  power  was 
given  to  the  plaintiff  as  such  executrix  at  any  time  and  on  such  terms 
as  she  might  think  satisfactory  to  sell,  mortgage  or  lease  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  testator's  real  estate,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  of  such 
sale  in  good  and  safe  securities  or  purchase  other  real  estate,  to  sell  the 
said  securities  and  real  estate  so  secured  or  purchased,  and  to  continue 
the  said  transfer  or  disposition  of  the  real  estate  of  said  testator  or  the 
proceeds  thereof  as  long,  and  to  repeat  the  said  operations  as  often  as 
said  executrix  might  think  best  and  proper;  provided,  however,  that 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale  or  other  disposition  of  said  real  estate  shall  be 
considered  real  estate.  It  further  appeared  that  a  Judgment  had  been 
recorded  against  the  plaintiff,  as  executrix,  as  aforesaid,  in  an  action 
commenced  against  the  said  John  M.  Mayer,  deceased,  in  his  lifetime, 
in  whose  place  and  stead  the  said  executrix  was  substituted  as  defend- 
ant pendente  lite  It  was  conceded  that  this  Judgment  is  still  unpaid, 
and  that  the  personal  property  of  the  deceased,  in  the  hands  of  said 
executrix,  does  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $150: 
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HdS^  that  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  power  to  exchange  the 
Fortieth  street  property  is  untenable.  It  would  seem  a  fair  and  rational 
construction  of  a  power  as  broad  in  its  terms  as  the  one  contained  in 
the  will,  to  hold  that  it  would  authorize  a  direct  exchange  which  would 
accomplish  the  result  of  a  sale,  and  a  purchase  of  other  realty  in  a  sin- 
gle transaction  and  carry  into  effect  the  obvious  intention  of  the 
testator. 

neJdy  also,  that  the  objection  that  plaintiff  cannot  give  a  warranty  deed 
or  sell  the  property  in  fee  simple  is  equally  untenable.  She  could 
certainly  give  a  valid  title  under  the  power  in  the  will  and,  if  she  saw 
fit,  could  give  her  personal  warranty  of  the  title. 

A  purchaser  has  no  right  to  expect  from  an  executrix  anything  more  than 
a  covenant  against  her  own  acts,  but  if  she  contracts  to  give  a  covenant 
of  warranty,  and  actually  executes  it,  the  covenant  will  be  valid  and  she 
will  be  bound  thereby. 

Heldj  further,  that,  the  objection  that  her  testator's  indebtedness  for  the 
judgment,  was  an  incumbrance  and  lien  on  the  property  for  which  it 
could  be  sold  by  creditors  at  any  time  within  three  years  from  Novem- 
ber 7, 1877,  to  pay  his  debts  is  fatal  to  the  action^for  specific  performance. 

The  power  of  sale  in  the  will  is  not  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
debts  and  legacies.  It  does  not  even  sanction  the  conversion  of  the  real 
estate  into  personalty.  It  authorizes  the  executrix  to  reinvest  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  reaj  estate  at  her  pleasure  and  in  her  discretion;  provided, 
however,  that  said  proceeds,  whatever  the  form  they  may  assume,  shall 
always  remain  realty,  thus  specially  withholding  the  character  of  a  per- 
sonal fund  accessible  to  creditors.  Such  proceeds  could  be  followed 
only  in  equity,  and,  under  the  circumstances,  it  would  seem  that  no  bar 
or  hindrance  would  exist  to  a  creditor's  application  for  a  resale  of  the 
premises. 

Equity  will  not  aid  an  effort  to  impair  or  destroy  the  legal  remedies  of 
creditors  or  sanction  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  an  executrix  to  vest 
individually  in  herself  and  mingle  with  her  own  property,  real  estate 
which,  until  her  testator's  debts  are  paid,  is  chargeable  with  a  trust 

Equity  T&rm^  May,  1880. 

Tms  action  was  brought  for  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  between  the  parties  above  named,  dated  February  11, 
1880,  for  the  sale  and  exchange  of  certain  real  estate  in  the 
city  of  New  York.  The  defendant  agreed  to  sell  and  convey 
to  the  plaintiff  the  house  and  lot  known  as  413  West  Fiftieth 
street  in  said  city,  for  the  sum  of  $16,000,  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage of  $6,000.     The  plaintiff  individually  agreed  to  pay  for 
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Baid  premises  bj  giving  warranty  deed  of  premises  known  as 
No.  437  West  Thirtj-^ninth  street,  in  said  contract  valned  at 
$12,000,  subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $7,000,  and  also  premises 
known  as  412  West  Fortieth  street,  valued  at  $10,000,  subject 
to  a  mortgage  of  $5,000. 

The  contract  was  ms^e  and  signed  by  the  plaintiff  in  her 
individual  name,  and  the  deeds  of  the  premises  above  referred 
to  were  to  be  delivered  on  or  before  March  1, 1880,  the  time 
for  the  completion  of  said  contract,  which  was  extended  by 
mutual  consent  in  writing  until  March  13,  1880.  On  the  day 
last  named  plaintifi  tendered  to  defendant  a  warranty  deed  of 
the  premises  437  West  Thirty-ninth  street  and  also  a  deed 
executed  by  her  as  executrix  as  aforesaid  of  premises  No. 
412  West  Fortieth  street,  which  deeds  defendant  refused  to 
accept  for  reasons  hereinafter  stated.  Immediately  thereafter 
the  plaintijQE  executed  individually  and  as  executrix  as  afore- 
said a  warranty  deed  of  premises  number  412  West  Fortieth 
street,  containing  full  personal  covenants  on  her  part  and  ten- 
dered the  same  to  defendant  which  he  also  refused  to  accept. 

It  appears  from  admissions  made  upon  the  trial  and  the  testi- 
mony, that  the  plaihtijQE  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  premises 
437  West  Thirty-ninth  street,  and  assumed  to  convey  the 
premises  412  West  Fortieth  street  as  executrix  under  the  will 
of  John  M.  Mayer.  In  said  will,  dated  August  6, 1872,  and 
admitted  to  probate  by  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  New 
York,  November  7,  1877,  the  testator  first  directs  the  payment 
of  his  debts  and  then  devises  the  premises  last  named  to  his 
wife,  the  plaintiff,  for  life  or  during  widowhood.  Upon  her 
death  or  remarriage  the  said  premises  were  devised  in  fee  to  his 
surviving  children  or  their  issue.  Full  power  was  given  to  the 
plaintiff  as  such  executrix  at  any  time  and  on  such  terms  as 
she  might  think  satisfactory,  to  sell,  mortgage  or  lease  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  testator's  real  estate  and  to  invest  the 
proceeds  of  such  sale  in  good  and  safe  securities  or  purchase 
other  real  estate,  to  sell  the  said  securities  and  real  estate  so 
secured  or  purchased  and  to  continue  the  said  transfer  or  dis- 
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position  of  the  real  estate  of  said  testator  or  the  proceeds  there- 
of as  long,  and  to  repeat  the  said  operations  as  of  ten^  a  said 
executrix  might  think  best  and  proper ;  provided,  however, 
that  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  or  other  disposition  of  said  real 
estate  shall  be  considered  real  estate. 

It  farther  appears  that  on  May  6, 1878,  a  judgment  was 
recorded  against  the  plaintiff  as  executrix  as  aforesaid,  for  the 
sum  of  $5,540.59  in  an  action  commenced  against  the  said  John 
M.  Mayer,  deceased,  in  his  lifetime,  in  whose  place  and  stead 
the  said  executrix  was  substituted  as  defendant  pendente  lite. 

It  was  conceded  on  the  trial  that  this  judgment  is  still 
unpaid,  and  that  the  personal  property  of  the  deceased  in  the 
hands  of  said  executrix  does  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $150. 

Labbemobb,  J.  —  Defendant  objects  to  the  title  on  the  fol- 
lowing grounds : 

L  That  the  plaintifE  had  no  power  to  exchange  the  Fortieth 
street  property. 

n.  That  she  could  not  give  a  warranty  deed,  or  sell  the 
property  in  fee  simple  as  she  contracted  to  do. 

in.  That  her  testator's  indebtedness  for  the  $5,540.59  was 
an  incumbrance  and  lien  on  the  property  for  which  it  could 
be  sold  by  creditors  at  any  time  within  three  years  from 
November  7, 1877,  to  pay  his  debts. 

First  As  to  the  power  to  exchange.  This  objection  is 
fully  answered  by  the  terms  of  the  will.  The  testator  gives 
plaintiff  a  life  estate  in  the  premises  No.  412  West  Fortieth 
street,  or  the  proceeds  thereof.  He,  in  express  terms, 
impresses  the  character  of  realty  upon  said  proceeds  during 
the  natural  life  or  widowhood'  of  j^ntiff,  through  all  the 
transitions  and  changes  of  form*  which  they  may  undergo. 
The  power  is  expressly  conferred  to  sell  and  with  the  pro- 
ceeds purchase  other  real  estate,  and  to  continue  the  transfer 
and  disposition  thereof  in  the  discretion  of  the  executrix.  It 
would  seem  a  fair  and  rational  construction  of  a  power  as 
broad  in  its  terms  as  the  one  above  stated,  to  hold  that  it 
Vol.  LIX        11 
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would  authorize  a  direct  exchange  which  would  accomplish 
the  result  of  a  sale  and  a  purchase  of  other  realty  in  a  single 
transaction,  and  carry  into  effect  the  obvious  intention  of  the 
testator.  If,  therefore,  this  was  a  simple  question  of  exchange 
not  complicated  by  other  considerations,  I  should  hold  the 
objection  untenable. 

Second.  Equally  ineffectual  is  defendant's  objection  that 
plaintiff  cannot  give  a  warranty  deed  or  sell  the  property  in 
fee  simple.  She  could  certainly  give  a  valid  title  under  the 
power  in  the  wiU,  and,  if  she  saw  fit,  coald  give  her  personal 
warranty  of  the  title.  A  purchaser  has  no  right  to  expect 
from  an  executrix  any  thing  more  than  a  covenant  against  her 
own  acts ;  but,  if  she  contracts  to  give  a  covenant  of  warranty 
and  actually  executes  it,  the  covenant  will  be  valid  and  she 
will  be  bound  thereby. 

Rawle  on  Covenants  for  Title  {pages  571  and  672y  and  oases 
there  oited).  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  tendered  the  usual  deed 
of  an  executrix  on  March  13,  1880.  This  defendant  refused 
to  accept  and  plaintiff  thereafter  executed  a  deed  individually 
and  as  executrix,  containing  a  personal  covenant  of  warranty 
and  tendered  the  same  to  defendant.  This  latter  instrument 
fulfilled  the  requirements  of  the  contract  on  this  point.  The 
interval  of  a  day  or  two  between  the  tender  of  the  two  deeds 
last  mentioned  and  the  ^nsequent  delay  in  the  execution  of 
the  contract  were  immaterial.  Time  not  being  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  and  not  having  been  made  so  by  the  acts  of 
the  parties,  the  subsequent  tender  of  the  warranty  deed  was 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  as  to  the 
time  of  its  performance  {Myers  agt.  De  Mier^  4  Daly^  343  ; 
affirmed,  52  N.  Y.,  647). 

Third.  The  consideration  of  the  third  objection  leads  to  the 
discussion  of  matters  of  graver  significance.  The  judgment 
for  $5,540.59  having  been  recovered  and  dodketed,  not  against 
the  deceased  during  his  life,  but  against  his  executrix,  is  not 
a  specific  lien  against  the  testatoi^'s  red  estate  {Sharpe  agt. 
JFreeman,  45  K.  5^,  806). 
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Nevertheless,  I  am  not  prepared  to  hold  that  if  specific  per- 
formances were  compelled  in  this  action,  the  defendant  wonld 
take  the  premises  in  West  Fortieth  street  discharged  from  all 
claim  and  demand  on  aeconnt  of  said  debt.  The  statute  of 
this  state  provides  that  at  any  time  after  the  accounting  of  an 
executor  or  administrator  and  within  three  yeaiB  after  the 
granting  of  letterft  testamentary  or  of  administration,  if  it 
shall  appear  that  there  are  not  assets  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts 
of  the  deceased,  any  creditor  may  apply  to  the  surrogate  to 
compel  the  executor  or  administrator  to  mortgage,  lease  or  sell 
the  real  estate  of  the  deceased  to  pay  said  debts  (3  Mev.  Stat,,, 
p€Lge  117,  9€C.  60,  6th  edition). 

It  is  also  provided  (3  Rev.  Stat.jpaffe  120,  sec.  75,  6th  edi- 
tion)^ that  where  by  any  last  will  a  sale  of  real  estate  shall  be 
ordered  to  be  made  either  for  the  payment  of  debts  or  legacies, 
the  surrogate  in  whose  office  such  will  was  proved  shall  have 
power  to  cite  the  executors  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  and  make  distribution  thereof,  and  have  all  powers  in 
respect  to  said  proceeds  as  if  the  same  had  been  originally  per- 
sonal property. 

The  provision  last  cited  aflEords  a  convenient  and  inexpen- 
sive substitute  for  the  proceeding  first  referred  to.  The  stat- 
ute does  not,  in  express  terms,  make  a  sale  by  executors  under 
such  a  power  an  absolute  bar  to  a  creditor's  proceedings ;  but 
if  the  power  had  been  exercised  and  proceeds  realized  which 
could  be  brought  under  the  surrbgate's  control,  it  would  be 
just  and  reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  statutes  above  set  rorth 
should  be  construed  in  connection,  and  as  supplementary  the 
one  of  the  other,  and  refuse  the  application  of  a  creditor  for 
a  resale.  But  the  case  at  bar  is  widely  different  from  the  one 
contemplated  by  the  statute.  The  power  of  sale  in  the  will 
is  not  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts  and  legacies. 
It  does  not  even  sanction  the  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into 
personalty.  It  authorizes  the  executrix  to  reinvest  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  real  estate  at  her  pleasure  and  in  her  discretion ; 
provided,  however,  that  said  proceeds,  whatever  the  form 
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thej  may  assniue,  shall  always  remain  r^ty,  thoB  specially 
withholding  from  them  the  character  of  a  personal  fund  acces- 
«ible  to  creditors. 

Said  proceeds  in  the  new  form  contemplated  by  the  contract, 
sought  to  be  enforced  herein,  could  be  followed  only  in  equity, 
and  under  the  circumstances  I  cannot  see  that  any  bar  or 
hindrance  would  exist  to  a  creditor's  application  for  a  resale 
of  the  premises. 

Furthermore,  this  is  a  proceeding  on  the  part  of  plaintiff 
which  equity  cannot  lend  itself  to  further  or  enforce.  Grant- 
ing that  plaintiff  is  empowered  by  the  will  to  exchange  the 
realty  for  other  realty,  it  is  at  least  questionable  whether  she 
is  authorized  to  mingle  property  in  which  she  has  but  a  life 
interest  with  property  owned  by  her  in  fee,  and  whether  this 
in  itself  would  not  unwarrantably  imperil  the  rights  of 
remainder-men.  But  beyond  this,  in  her  trust  capacity  as 
executrix,  the  law  and  good  conscience  alike  require  her  to 
apply  first  the  personal  estate,  and,  after  that  is  exhausted,  the 
real  estate  of  the  deceased  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  It  is 
conceded  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  in  her  hands 
does  not  exceed  $150,  and  that  a  judgment  has  been  recovered 
against  her,  as  executrix,  as  aforesaid  for  $5,540.59,  which  is 
unsatisfied.  If  the  property  should  be  exchanged  as  provided 
for  in  the  contract,  the  newly-acquired  realty  would  not  be  the 
''  real  estate  of  the  deceased,"  and,  therefore,  could  not  be 
reached  by  the  statutory  surrogate's  proceedings^  Equity 
wiU  not  aid  an  effort  to  impair  or  destroy  the  legal  remedies 
of  creditors,  or  sanction  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  an  execu- 
trix  to  vest  individuaUy  in  herself  and  mingle  with  her  own 
property,  real  estate,  which,  until  her  testator's  debts  are  paid, 
is  chargeable  with  a  trust. 

Defendant  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  dismissal  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  for  judgment  against  plaintiff  individually  for  his 
reasonable  costs  and  disbursements  in  the  transaction,  to  be 
determined  by  a  reference  unless  agreed  upon,  but  without 
costs  of  this  action. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
RioHABD  Field  agt.  John  B.  Bi^and  and  another. 

Sale  and  deUvery  cf  chattels  ^SteeUan  of  remedies  ^Ooitfeseion  ofjudg- 

ment — Shndence, 

Where,  after  the  goods  had  gone  into  the  poasefiBlon  of  the  defendant,  the 
plaintifT  accepted  from  her  a  confession  of  judgment  for  the  whole 
value  thereof,  and  after  the  facts  now  alleged  to  show  conyersion  of  the 
property  were  known  to  him,  he  issued  an  execution  for  its  enforce- 
ment and  collected  a  part  thereof: 

HM,  that  plaintiff,  by  accepting  the  Judgment  and  taking  out  and  enforc- 
ing his  execution,  must  be  deemed  to  have  made  his  election  to  treat 
the  goods  as  the  property  of  the  defendant  under  a  sale  by  himself,  and 
he  cannot  afterwards  change  his  ground  to  that  of  wrongful  taking  and 
conyersion. 

May^  1880. 

This  was  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest,  issued  on 
affidavits  alleging  that  plaintiff,  in  October,  1878,  delivered  a 
quantity  of  goods  consisting  of  pistols,  opera  glasses,  jewelrj, 
musical  and  mathematical  instruments,  &c.,  to  the  defendant's 
wife,  to  sell  at  her  store  on  commission ;  that  she,  about  April, 
1879,  with  her  husband's  assistance,  packed  up  and  stored  her 
goods,  without  plaintiff's  knowledge  or  consent,  and  refused 
to  return  them  on  demand. 

Defendant  moved  on  affidavits  alleging  that  the  defendant's 
wife  purchased  the  goods  outright,  as  was  evidenced  by  bills 
delivered  at  the  time  the  goods  were  delivered ;  and  further 
alle^g  that  after  the  goods  were  delivered,  defendant's  wife 
confessed  a  judgment  for  $8,000,  the  value,  at  plaintiff's 
request,  on  which  confession  judgment  was  entered  on  Decem- 
ber 24, 1878 ;  and  that  on  the  afternoon  of  April  26, 1879, 
after  knowing  of  the  breaking  up  of  the  store  and  all  the 
facts  relied  on  to  show  the  alleged  conversion,  the  plaintiff 


86  •        NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Field  agt.  Bland. 

issued  execution  and  collected  over  $400  on  tLe  judgment. 
The  defendant  claimed  the  confession  of  judgment  was  con- 
elusive  evidence  that  the  transaction  was  a  sale  and  delivery 
of  goods,  and  that  in  any  event  the  issuing  of  an  execution 
with  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  alleged  to  show  a  conversion, 
was  an  election  of  plaintiffs  remedy,  and  this  action  could 
not  be  maintained. 

Plaintiff  claimed  the  judgment  was  only  intended  as  a  col- 
lateral security.  Justice  Lawbbnoe  denied  a  motion  to  vacate 
the  order  of  arrest,  and  on  appeal  the  general  term  affirmed 
the  order.  On  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  the  order  was 
reversed,  with  costs,  the  following  being  the  opinion  "w 
extenso ; " 

M.  M,  BvdUmgy  for  appellant. 

A.  Xlinffj  for  respondent. 

Danfoeth,  J. —  The  order  for  the  arrest  of  John  B.  Bland, 
one  of  the  defendants,  was  granted  upon  the  ground  that  the 
defendants  had  wrongfully  taken  and  converted  certain  per- 
sonal property  of  the  plaintiff.  The  affidavits  on  which  the 
order  was  granted,  were  to  the  effect  that  the  goods  had  been 
intrusted  to  Susan  Bland,  upon  her  agreement  that  she,  with 
the  aid  of  her  husband,  John  B.  Bland,  would  sell  them  for 
the  plaintiff  and  account  for  the  proceeds;  that  instead  of 
doing  so,  they  had  secreted  and  taken  them  away. 

A  case  was  made  out  authorizing  the  order,  and  although 
upon  the  motion  to  vacate  it,  the  facts  on  which  it  rested  were 
denied,  we  should  find  in  such  denial  no  ground  for  interfer- 
ing except  for  the  circumstance  next  to  be  considered.  After 
the  goods  had  gone  into  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  Susan, 
and  on  the  28th  of  December,  1878,  the  plaintiff  accepted 
from  her  a  confession  of  judgment  for  the  whole  value  thereof 
and  after  the  facts  now  alleged  to  show  conversion  of  the 
property  were  known  to  him,  and  on  the  26th  day  of  April, 
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1879,  he  issaed  an  execution  for  its  enforcement  and  collected 
abont  $400,  part  thereof. 

The  statement  npon  which  the  judgment  was  entered, 
d^cribed  the  property  now  in  question,  declares  that  it  was 
"  sold  and  delivered  "  to  the  defendant,  Susan,  and  that  for 
its  value  $3,000,  she  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  true 
that  the  plaintiff  in  opposing  this  action  declares  that  the 
judgment  was  taken  as  security  merely.  But  this  is  not  only  in 
direct  opposition  to  the  statement,  but  the  judgment  has  been, 
as  before  observed,  enforced  by  him  to  some  extent,  and  no 
proceedings  have  been  taken  to  amend  or  correct  the  statement 
upon  which  the  judgment  was  entered.  Under  these  circum- 
stances I  think  it  should  be  held  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff 
as  to  the  fact  in  issue ;  otherwise  a  means  would  be  provided  by 
which  the  statute  iJJode  of  CwU  Procedure^  tit  11,  sees. 
1273, 1274),  permitting  judgments  to  be  taken  by  confession 
could  be  easily  evaded  and  a  door  opened  to  the  perpetration 
of  the  grossest  frauds. 

The  plaintiff,  by  accepting  the  judgment  and  taking  out 
and  enforcing  his  execution,  must  be  deemed  to  have  made 
his  election  to  treat  the  goods  as  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant, under  a  sale  by  himself  {Morris  agt.  Reasford^  18  iT.  Zl, 
557 ;  Bamk  of  Bdoit  agt.  Beale,  34,  N.  Z.,  477),  and  he  can- 
not now  change  his  ground. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  and  motioa  to 
vacate  the  order  of  arrest  granted,  with  costs. 

All  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
JoBBPH  Foxell  and  Thomas  Jonbs  agt  Gbobob  W.  Flbtches. 

Jil^reement —  to  extend  time  for  payment  qf  a  debt  owing  by  pUamUff  and  to 

accept  monOdy  paymente — ^ect  qf. 

Defendant  being  indebted  to  plaintiifs  in  the  sum  of  $966,38,  one  A.  con 
veyed  to  the  plaintiffs  a  plot  of  ground  "as  collateral  security  for  said 
indebtedness."  On  the  day  of  the  conveyance  the  plaintiffs  signed  a 
written  memorandum  which  recited:  '*  Whereas,  Qeorge  W.  Fletcher 
is  indebted  to  us  in  the  sum  of  $956.28,  and  is  at  present  unable  to  pay 
the  same;  and,  whereas,  we  have  agreed  to  give  Fletcher  time  to  pay 
the  same,  not  exceeding  thirty-eight  months  from  the  date  thereof,  and 
that  we  will  accept  monthly  payments  of  not  less  than  twenty-five  dol- 
lars a  month  to  be  paid  on  the  first  of  each  and  every  month  until  the 
whole  amount  be  paid,  with  interest  thereon  from  July  1,  1876;  "  and, 
also,  the  giving  of  the  deed  by  A.  as  collateral  security  for  the  indebted- 
ness as  before  mentioned,  and  then  obligated  the  plaintiffs  to  reconvey 
the  property  conveyed,  when  the  debt  due  from  Fletcher  was  '*  paid 
in  accordance  to  the  terms  of  the  above  agreement: " 

Beld,  that  no  part  of  the  debt  became  due  before  the  expiration  of  thirty- 

'    eight  months. 

A  promise  on  the  one  side  to  accept,  and  on  the  other  to  pay,  a  given  sum  in 
composition  of  a  debt  in  installments,  is  a  single  agreement  to  pay  a 
specified  sum  in  installments,  and  upon  a  failure  to  make  one  payment 
the  whole  contract  is  broken  by  the  debtor,  and  the  creditor  can  again 
enforce  the  original  debt. 

But  where,  as  in  this  case,  time  is  given  for  the  whole  debt,  and  there  is 
no  promise  to  pay  in  installments,  but  only  a  declaration  by  the  plain- 
tiffs that  they  will  accept  monthly  payments  if  the  defendant  sees  fit  to 
make  them,  until  the  defendant  fails  to  pay  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  the  plaintiffs  have  no  cause  of  action  which  they  can 
enforce. 


Henaselaer  Circmt^  November^  1879. 
E&nry  A,  Merritt^  for  plaintiffs. 
J.  Stewart  Ro9s^  for  defendant. 
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Webtbbook,  J.  —  The  facts  in^thifl  cause  were  admitted, 
and  are  these : 

The  defendant  waa  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  ef 
$956.28.  On  the  6th  day  of  January,  1877,  one  Joseph  R. 
Andrews  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  a  plot  oi  ground  in 
Newark,  New  Jersey,  "as  collateral  security  for  said  indebt- 
edness." The  plaintiffs  on  that  day  signed  a  written  memo- 
randum, which  recited :  "  Whereas,  George  W.  Fletcher  is 
indebted  to  us  in  the  sum  of  $956.28,  and  is  at  present  unable 
to  pay  the  same;  and,  whereas,  we  have  agreed  to  give 
Fletcher  time  to  pay  the  same,  not  exceeding  thirty-eight 
months  from  the  date  thereof,  and  that  we  will  accept  monthly 
payments  of  not  less  than  twenty-five  dollars  a  month  to  be 
paid  on  the  first  of  each  and  every  month  until  the  whole 
amount  of  $956.28  be  paid,  with  interest  thereon  from  July 
1, 1876;"  and,  also,  the  giving  of  the  deed  by  Andrews  as 
collateral  security  for  the  indebtedness  as  before  mentioned, 
and  then  obligated  the  plaintifib  to  reconvey  the  property  con- 
veyed when  the  debt  due  from  Fletcher  was  "  paid  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  above  agreement" 

The  case  depends  upon  the  terms  of  the  writing  and  the 
question  is,  did  any  part  of  the  debt  become  due  before  the 
expiration  of  thirty-eight  months,  the  action  having  been 
commenced  after  the  defendant  had  failed  to  meet  one  or  two 
of  the  monthly  payments  % 

It  is  true  that  the  writing  produced,  which  is  executed  by 
the  defendants,  is  not  a  direct  agreement  with  the  defendant 
giving  time  but  it  expressly  declares :  "  We  have  agreed  to 
give  Fletcher  time  to  pay  the  same,"  and  it  must  be  assumed 
that  the  contract  between  plaintiffs  and  defendant  was  in  such 
form  and  shape  that  it  accomplished  what  the  plaintiffs  declare 
it  had  done.  The  language  is :  ^^We  haroe  agreed^^  and  that 
would  be  impossible  of  a  verbal  talk  in  which  a  promise  is 
made  of  something  to  be  done  within  thirty-eight  months,  for 
such  jw(wii««  would  be  void  and  would  be  no  agreefment. 

Neither  is  the  criticism  sound  that  the  agreement  was  with 
Vol.  LXI        12 
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Andrews.  It  is  true  that  the  writing  produced  protects 
Andrews,  but  therein  it  is*  declared  that  they  have  agreed 
with  the  defendant  and  the  terms  thereof  are  specified*  What 
are  those  terms  ? 

First.  That  Fletcher  should  have  time  to  pay  the  debt,  for 
it  is  so  stated  in  direct  terms :  "  We  have  agreed  to  give 
Fletcher  time  to  pay  the  same." 

Second.  The  limit  of  the  time  he  was  to  have  is  said  to  be 
"  not  exceeding  thirty-eight  months  from  the  date  thereof." 

Third.  The  plaintiffs  agree  to  '^  accept  monthly  payments 
of  not  less  than  twenty-five  dollars  a  month,  to  be  paid  on  the 
first  of  each  and  every  month  until  the  whole  amount  of 
$956.28  be  paid,  with  interest  thereon  from  July  1,  1876." 

It  is  not  seen  how  the  plaintiffs  can  avoid  the  effect  of  this 
plain  agreement.  Time  was  given  to  pay,  which  time  could 
not  exceed  thirty-eight  months  from  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment, with  a  promise  od  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to  accept 
monthly  payments  of  not  less  than  twenty-five  dollars  each ; 
but  no  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay  monthly 
is  made,  nor  is  there  any  reservation  by  the  plaintiffs  that  a 
failure  to  make  the  monthly  payments  would  render  the 
whole  sum  due. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  are  not  analogous. 
A  promise  on  the  one  side  to  accept,  and  on  the  other  to  pay, 
a  given  sum  in  composition  of  a  debt  in  installments  is  a 
single  agreement  to  pay  a  specified  sum  in  installments,  and 
upon  a  failure  to  make  one  payment  the  whole  contract  is 
broken  by  the  debtor  and  the  creditor  can  again  enforce  the 
original  debt.  In  this  case  time  is  given  for  the  whole  debt, 
and  there  is  no  promise  to  pay  in  installments  but  only  a 
declaration  by  the  plaintiffs  that  they  will  accept  monthly 
payments  if  the  defendant  sees  fit  to  make  them.  Until  the 
defendant  fails  to  pay,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment the  plaintiffs  have  no  cause  of  action  which  they  can 
enforce. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  upon  the  sole 


NEW  YOKK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  91 

Reiners  agt.  Brandhorst 

ground  that  there  was  no  debt  due  to  the  plaintifEs  when  this 
suit  was  commenced.  As  an  action  is  commenced,  except  to 
save  the  statute  of  limitation,  by  the  service  of  the  summons, 
the  plaiutifis  could  serve  the  summons  issued  to  the  sheriff 
prior  to  the  agreement  giving  time,  after  default,  if  any  in 
tlie  agreement.  They  were  not  compelled  to  issue  new  pro- 
cess to  begin  the  suit,  though  the  order  of  arrest  issued,  but 
not  executed,  before  such  agreement  became  invalid  in  con- 
sequence thereof,  as  the  general  term  held  upon  the  appeal 
from  the  order  refusing  to  vacate  it.  As  the  case  is  decided 
upon  the  ground  that  the  time  given  to  pay  the  debt  had  not 
expired  when  the  summons  was  served,  there  is  no  occasion  to 
elaborately  discuss  the  point  made  upon  the  summons,  and 
the  alleged  necessity  of  issuing  a  new  one. 


NEW  YOEK  SUPREME  COURT. 

WiLLEMiNK   L.  L.  Reinbbs    agt.  Fbedebiok    Bbandhobst 

and  others. 

Demurrer  to  complairU, 

A  subsequent  separate  cause  of  action  cannot  be  upheld  by  allegations^ 
contained  in  a  preceding  one  unless  they  are  connected  therewith  by 
proper  averments. 

Victory  Webb,  dc,.  Manufacturing  Company  agt.  Beeeher  (55  Bow,  P.  R, 
198)  applied. 

Where  a  plaintiff,  in  her  complaint,  averred  that  she  **isthe  only  heir  at 
law  of  the  decetued"  and  as  such  is  entitled  to  certain  property  of  the 
deceased,  but  it  was  not  alleged  that  the  deceased  died  intestate,  or 
what  issue,  if  any,  he  left  him  surviving,  or  how  her  claim  as  sole  heir 
at  law  arose: 

Seidy  on  demurrer,  that  the  averment  was  a  conclusion  of  law  and  not  the 
allegation  of  a  fact,  and  that,  for  such  reason,  the  eomplaint  was 
defective  in  substance. 

Special  Term^  October^  1879. 
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Reinera  agt  Brandhorat. 

J.  H,  WhUdeggey  for  demurrer. 
A.  M.  <t  O.  Ca/td^  opposed. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  plaintiflf,  in  her  first  canse  of  action, 
alleges  that  on  or  about  the  28th  day  of  December,  1876,  one 
Henry  A.  Henken  died  in  the  city  of  New  York  leaving  cer- 
tain real  estate.  She  further  ^^  alleges,  on  information  and 
belief,  that  she,  according  to  the  laws  of  New  York,  is  the 
only  heir  at  law  of  the  said  deceased,"  and  was,  ^^  as  such  heir 
at  law,"  on  the  death  of  Henken,  entitled  to  the  property  and 
the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof.  In  the  first  cause  of 
action  the  complaint  dleges  that  two  of  the  defendants  have 
taken  possession  of  the  property  and  converted  it  to  their 
own  use. 

In  the  second  cause  of  action  it  is  claimed  that  two  of  the 
defendants,  other  than  those  mentioned  in  the  first  cause  of 
action,  have  received  portions  of  the  proceeds  of  this  property 
realized  on  a  sale  thereof,  they  claiming  to  be  heirs  at  law  of 
the  deceased.  The  plaintiff,  however,  allies  that  such  defend- 
ants are  not  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  deceased.  It  is  these  latter 
defendants  who  have  demurred  to  the  complaint,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  same  does  not  state  facts  sufScient  to  create  a 
cause  of  action  in  plaintiff's  favor. 

If  the  complaint  be  regarded  as  in  fact  attempting  to  set 
up  different  causes  of  action,  as  it  purports  by  its  language  to 
do,  then  the  second  cause  is  defective  in  not  setting  up  the 
facts  out  of  which  the  plaintiff's  right  to  relief  arises. 

Each  separate  cause  of  action  must  be  complete  in  itself 
and  contain  everything  that  is  essential  to  be  stated  to  show 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  relief  (  Victory  Wdlb^  dkCj  Mcmufactar- 
i/ng  Co.  agt.  BeecheTy  55  How.  P.  jB.,  198 ;  Anderson  agt. 
Speera,  58  Wow.  P.  B.,  68). 

A  subsequent  separate  cause  of  action  cannot  be  upheld  by 
allegations  contained  in  a  preceding  one  unless  they  are  con- 
nected therewith  by  proper  averments.    But*  whether  the 
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complaint  be  regarded  as  setting  np  two  or  only  one  cause  of 
action  it  is  defective  in  substance. 

The  plaintiff  says  that  she  ^'  is  the  only  heir  at  law  of  the 
deceased,"  and  as  such  is  entitled  to  the  property  and  the  rents 
thereof.  It  is  not  stated  that  the  deceased  died  intestate,  or 
what  issue,  if  any,  he  left  him  surviving,  nor  how  her  claim 
as  sole  heir  at  law  arises. 

An  averment  that  one  is  the  sole  heir  at  law,  under  the  laws 
of  Kew  York,  of  a  deceased  person  is  a  conclusion  of  law  and 
not  a  fact.  The  facts,  out  of  which  such  claim  arises,  should 
be  stated  in  a  pleading,  and  the  heir  at  law  cannot  claim 
unless  there  was  no  valid  testamentary  disposition  made  by 
the  deceased,  in  which  case  the  fact  of-  intestacy  should  be 
pleaded. 

The  demurrers  are  well  taken,  and  there  must  be  judgment 
for  defendants  with  leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend,  on  terms. 


K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

WiLLiAK  H.  Obomwell  €t  oZ.,  plaintiffs  and  appellants,  agt. 
Gbobgb  L.  Bubs,  defendant  and  respondent. 

Diseharge  in  bankruptcy  cmd  hy  eompoHHon  praeeedinffs  —  PleadingB. 

A  discharge  in  bankruptcy  may  be  pleaded  by  a  simple  averment,  that  on 
the  day  of  its  date  it  was  granted  to  the  bankrupt,  setting  forth  a  copy 
thereof.  In  such  a  case  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  allege 
the  facts  which  show  that  the  court  of  bankruptcy  had  jurlBdiction  of 
the  party  or  of  the  8ubjec^matter. 

All  other  proceedings  which  are  relied  upon  to  discharge  a  bankrupt  from 
his  debts  must,  when  pleaded,  be  accompanied  by  averments  which 
show  that  the  court  in  which  they  were  taken  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  and  of  the  subject-matter.  Such  proceedings  are  regarded  as 
the  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  or 
as  a  discharge  in  insolvency,  and  jurisdiction  must  be  shown  by  the 
averment  of  facts  which  conferred  it. 

Deoidedy  May  Term,  1880. 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  affirmance  by  the  marine  court 
general  term. 

Wilder  <&  Thomas^  for  plaintiflEs  and  appellants. 

Wdkemcm  dk  LaMmg^  for  defendant  and  respondent. 

Van  HoESEN,  e/;  —  Section  5119,  Kevised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  provides  that  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  may  be 
pleaded  by  a  simple  averment,  that  on  the  day  of  its  date  it 
was  granted  to  the  bankrupt,  setting  forth  a  full  copy  of  the 
discharge  in  its  terms  as  a  full  and  complete  bar  to  all  suits 
brought  on  any  debts,  claims,  liabilities  or  demands  which 
were,  or  might  have  been,  proved  against  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt  in  bankruptcy.  Where  a  discharge  is  set  forth  in 
the  answer,  that  is  to  say,  where  a  full  and  complete  copy 
thereof  is  inserted  in  the  pleading  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  allege  the  facts  which  show  that  the  court  of 
bankruptcy  had  jurisdiction  of  the  party  or  of  the  subject- 
matter  {SioU  agt.  WUaon^  14  TT.  B.  ff.,  571 ;  Esters  Fcyrm  cmd 
Precedents^  tiiUj  ^^Bcmhrwptcy^^), 

Sackett  agt.  And/rees  (5  HiU^  32'7),  and  other  cases  which 
hold  that  the  pleading  must  set  forth  the  facts  which  show 
the  bankruptcy  court  to  have  had  jurisdiction,  were  decided 
under  a  statute  which  contained  no.  such  provision  as  section 
6119,  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 

But  that  section  applies  to  discharges  only.  All  other  pro- 
ceedings which  are  relied  on  to  release  a  bankrupt  from  his 
debts  must,  when  pleaded,  be  accompanied  by  averments 
which  show  that  the  court  in  which  they  were  taken  had  juris- 
diction of  the  parties  and  of  the  subject-matter.  Such  pro- 
ceedings are  regarded  as  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  of 
special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  and  must  be  shown  by  the 
averment  of  the  facts  which  conferred  it  {Turner  agt.  Robyy 
3  iT.  r.,  193  ;  Sackett  agt.  Andress,  5  JffiUj  327 ;  Stall  agt. 
Wilson,  UW.  B.  B.,  571). 
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The  answer  in  this  case  is  defective  in  substance,  as  it  does 
not  set  forth  facts  which  gave  the  court  of  bankruptcy  juris- 
diction of  the  bankrupt,  and  of  the  involuntary  proceedings 
taken  by  the  creditor  against  him.  It  was  error,  therefore,  in 
the  justice  to  deny  the  plaintiffs  motion  for  judgment  on  the 
answer.  Had  the  justice  decided  the  answer  to  be  defective, 
it  would  have  been  proper  to  allow  the  defendant  to  amend 
his  answer  by  pleading  the  jurisdictional  facts ;  but,  as  the 
plaintiff  delayed  his  motion  till  the  trial  had  begun,  there 
should  not  be  imposed,  as  condition  of  such  an  amendment, 
any  more  costs  than  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  he  had 
moved  for  judgment  upon  the  answer  as  frivolous,  under  sec- 
tion 537,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  For  the  error  in  denying 
the  motion  for  judgment  on  the  answer,  the  judgment  must 
be  reversed,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event.  As  the  defendant 
will  doubtless  at  once  apply  for  leave  to  amend  his  answer,  it 
may  be  well  to  call  attention  to  the  following  authorities  which 
both  parties  may  find  useful  {Stephens  agt.  Eh/y  6  IliU^  607 ; 
Eb  parte  Jewett^  11  W.  B.  B.,  443,  444;  In  re  Duncan j  14 
W.B.  B.,  18 ;  In  re  Funkenstein,  14  W.  B.  B.,  213). 

The  Stephens  case  establishes  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  a 
bankrupt,  against  whom  proceedings  in  in volfmtary  bankruptcy 
were  taken,  to  set  forth,  when  pleading  a  discharge,  what  the 
acts  of  bankruptcy  were  of  which  he  was  accused  by  his  cred- 
itors. The  other  cases  hold  that  where  the  jurisdictional  facts 
are  shown  to  exist,  viz.,  that  the  debtor  resides  within  the 
United  States,  and  either  resides  or  does  business  in  the  dis- 
trict in  which  bankruptcy  proceedings  are  taken,  and  that  he 
owes  debts  provable  in  bankruptcy  to  an  amount  exceeding 
$300,  the  court  of  bankruptcy  has  jurisdiction,  and  its  deci- 
sions cannot  be  inquired  into  or  impeached  collaterally  because 
the  requisite  number  of  creditors  did  not  unite  in  the  petition 
or  because  the  petition  does  not  contain  sufficient  allegations 
of  the  existence  of  any  of  the  facts  which,  under  section  5021, 
United  States  Bevised  Statutes,  should  exist  to  warrant  a  pro- 
ceeding in  involuntary  bankruptcy.     Nor  would  it  invalidate 
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a  composition  resolution,  accepting  which  the  court  had  ordered 
to  be  recorded,  if  the  creditor  should  prove  in  a  collateral 
action  that  the  requisite  number  of  creditors  had  not,  in  fact, 
accepted  the  composition.  The  court  of  bankruptcy,  in  order- 
ing the  resolutions  to  be  recorded,  necessarily  decided  that  the 
requisite  number  had  accepted,  and  its  decision  cannot  be 
questioned  collaterally.  Nor  would  the  failure  to  produce  the 
bankrupt's  statement  at  any  meeting,  or  any  other  omission, 
or  any  departure  by  the  bankruptcy  court  from  the  regular 
order  of  procedure  invalidate  the  composition  when  pleaded 
as  a  defense  to  a  collateral  action.  If  the  court  of  bank- 
ruptcy had  jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings  when  they  were 
begun  its  adjudication  in  favor  of  recording  the  resolutions 
accepting  the  composition,  is  conclusive  as  to  the  regularity  of 
every  intermediate  proceeding. 

We  do  not  now  intimate  any  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
omission  from  the  petition  of  any  allegation  as  to  the  residence 
of  the  bankrupt.  The  Revised  Statutes  do  not  prescribe  what 
the  petition  shall  allege.  Whether  the  petition  was  sufficient 
to  confer  jurisdiction,  it  not  averring  that  Burr  resided  within 
the  United  States,  we  leave  for  furture  consideration.  Kor 
do  we  now  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  an  offer  of 
money  in  fulfillment  of  the  terms  of  the  composition,  coupled 
with  a  den^and  for  a  receipt,  and  a  refusal  to  pay  the  money 
unless  a  receipt  were  given.  We  do  not  determine  whether 
a  tender  with  a  condition  annexed  is  such  a  tender  as  will 
debar  the  creditor  from  claiming  the  full  amount  of  his  orig- 
inal claim. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

0.  P.  Daly,  Oh.  J.  and  J.  F.  Dalt,  J.,  concurred. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.         »7 


Kemochan  agt  Bland. 


K  T.  MARINE  COURT. 

Jakes  P.  Eiernoohak,  as  trustee,  and  another  agt.  Johk  B. 

Blakd  and  another. 

Joiid  6MoT% — proeeedingi  ttgainat  —  PartieB  not  wmmandd  in  action  on  Joint 
contract  may  he  wmmoned  after  Judgment —  Code  of  Procedure,  eectione 
875-379  —  Time  q^eerviee,  Ueeniy  daye. 

The  proceeding  provided  for  by  section  976  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  to 
bind  a  joint  debtor  not  originally  sammoned  Ib  a  special  statutory  pro- 
ceeding, and  a  party  defendant  is  entitled  to  twenty  days'  notice,  and 
this  although  the  suit  be  in  the  marine  court. 

Special  Term^  May^  1880. 

W.  R.  Sage^  for  plaintifE. 

M.  M.  BvdUmg^  for  defendant. 

This  was  a  motion  to  vacate  a  judgment.  It  appeared  that 
on  May  14,  1879,  judgment  had  been  entered  herein  for 
$220.42  against  one  of  the  defendants.  On  March  8, 1880, 
the  defendant,  John  B.  Bland,  who  was  never  served  with  the 
original  summons,  was  served,  under  the  provisions  of  section 
876  of  the  old  Oode,  with  a  summons  to  show  cause  within 
six  days  why  he  should  not  be  bound  by  the  judgment  as  a 
joint  debtor.  On  March  16,  1880,  judgment  was  entered 
against  him  for  $261.51,  he  having  taken  no  notice  of  the 
summons.  Execution  was  thereupon  issued  to  the  sheriff 
who  having  returned  the  same  unsatisfied,  an  order  for  the 
examination  of  the  defendant,  John  B.  Bland,  was  obtained 
and  served.  He  then  made  this  motion  to  vacate  and  set 
aside  the  judgment  entered  against  him  on  March  sixteenth, 
and  the  execution  and  order  on  the  ground  that  the  summons 
required  him  to  show  cause  within  six  days  instead  of  twenty. 
Vol.  LIX        18 
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Plaintifi'B  attomej  claiming  that  the  summons  in  this  court 
being  returnable  in  six  days  the  practice  was  regular,  while  the 
defendant's  attomej  claimed  that  this  was  a  statutory  pro- 
ceeding to  bind  a  joint  debtor  and  must  be  strictly  pursued. 

Shba,  Gh.  J,  —  The  judgment  entered  by  notice,  under 
the  sections  375  and  379,  against  the  joint  debtor  not  served 
with  the  original  summons  is  irregular ;  that  proceeding  is 
special  and  the  party  defendant  is  entitled  to  twenty  days' 
notice.  The  auxiliary  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  vacated 
a3  to  him. 

No  costs  awarded  it  being  a  new  point  of  practice. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Assignment  of.  MoBnz  Isibob  and 
Fesdikand  Hbin  to  Edwabd  STBBOLrrz  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors. 

Ajuignmeni — BMrndnatUni  and  inspection,  of  Ik)^  — 

foA^n  anef  to  what  extent  euch  examination  toiU  be  ordered. 

The  creditors  have  an  absolute  right  to  examine  into  the  affairs  of  the 
assignors,  and  for  that  purpose  to  inspect  their  books. 

The  inspection  need  not  be  made  by  the  creditor  personaUy.  He  may 
designate  some  one  to  make  it  for  him,  and  it  cannot  be  an  objection 
tliat  the  person  so  designated  is  an  expert 

General  Temiy  May^^  1880. 

Ok  the  22d  November,  1879,  judge  Labbeicobe  granted  an 
order  for  the  examination  of  the  assignors  and  assignees  and 
of  books  and  papers  upon  the  petition  of  numerous  creditors 
whose  claims  amount  to  $18,778.15,  as  verified  on  the  same 
day,  which  alleged : 

1.  A  due  demand  for  an  inspection  of  said  books,  &c 

2.  Bef  usal  by  the  assignee. 
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8.  Under  advice  of  his  counsel. 

4.  Because  information  might  be  obtained  inconvenient  to 
the  assignee  and  assignment. 

5.  The  debts  are  $183,732.74,  of  which  $56,394.20  are 
preferred. 

6.  The  assignee  preferred  for  $17,  572  92,  and  M.  L.  Streg- 

litz  &  Sons,  his  relatives, 

for 23,606  28 


Together  amounting  to  . .  $41, 179  20 

Upon  the  affidavit  of  the  assignee  and  his  counsel,  and  on 
his  motion,  the  order  of  Mr.  justice  Labkbmobb  was,  on  the 
29th  day  of  November,  1879,  modified  by  him,  and  it  is  from 
this  order  that  the  present  appeal  is  taken. 

There  is  no  substantial  variance  between  the  order  entered 
and  now  appealed  from  and  the  order  proposed  by  the 
assignee. 

The  order  appealed  from  is  as  follows : 

Upon  the  petition  of  Frederick  Butterfield  and  other  cred- 
itors of  said  assignors  the  order  made  thereon  on  the  22d  day 
of  November,  1879,  the  notice  of  motion  in  behalf  of  said 
assignee  to  modify  said  order  and  the  affidavits  of  Siegmund 
Spingam  and  Edward  Streglitz  in  support  of  such  motion, 
and  after  hearing  Siegmund  Spingam,  Esq.,  of  counsel  for 
said  assignee,  in  support  of  said  motion,  and  Mr.  Bichard  S. 
Newcombe,  of  counsel  for  said  petitioning  creditors  consent- 
ing thereto,  and  proposing  this  order  in  lieu  of  said  order  of 
the  22d  November,  1879,  it  is 

Ordered  that  said  order  of  the  22d  day  of  November,  1879, 
be  modified,  and  in  the  place  and  stead  thereof  it  is 

Ordered  that  the  petitioning  creditors  by  Frederick  Lewis, 
their  agent,  have  leave  to  examine  the  books  of  account  of 
said  assignors  before  William  S.  Keiley,  Esq.,  counselor  at 
law,  who  is  hereby  appointed  referee  for  the  purpose  of  such 
inspection  being  had  before  him,  and  for  that  purpose  the 
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said  assignee  is  hereby  directed  and  required,  upon  two  days' 
notice,  to  produce  before  said  referee  said  books,  together 
with  all  vouchers  and  papers  connected  with  the  affairs  of  said 
assignors  which  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  such 
examination,  and  that  such  books  and  vouchers  shall  be  pro- 
duced for  such  purpose  from  time  to  time  until  the  completion 
of  such  examination,  and  that  said  IVederick  Lewis  may  make 
such  extracts  therefrom  as  he  may  desire. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  that  said  assignors  and  assignee, 
and  such  other  person  or  persons  as  may  be  necessary,  be  and 
appear  before  said  referee  upon  such  days  as  he  may  desig- 
nate to  be  then  and  there  examined  touching  such  books  and 
accounts  and  other  matters  connected  therewith  as  may  seem 
necessary. 

COTTET  OF  COMMON  PLEAS 
In  and  for  the  Ctty  and  Cottntt  of  New  Yobk. 


Ik  the  Matter  of  the  Assignment  of  | 
MORITZ  ISroOR  AND  FERDINAND  ^ 
HEIN. 

Sir.  —  Please  take  notice  that  Edward  Streglitz,  the  assignee 
in  the  above-entitled  matter,  hereby  appeals  to  the  general  term 
of  this  court  from  an  order  entered  herein  on  the  29th  day  of 
November,  1879,  requiring  the  production  of  the  books  of  the 
firm  of  Isidor  &  Hein  before  William  S.  Keiley,  Esq.,  referee, 
for  the  purposes  of  inspection,  and  he  hereby  appeals  from 
each  and  every  part  of  said  order. 

Dated  New  York,  Decemiher  10, 1879. 

LAUTEEBACH  &  SPINGARN, 

Attorneys  for  the  Assignee. 

To  Nathaniel  Jarvis,  Jr.,  Esq., 

Clerk  of  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

To  EioHARD  S.  Newoombe,  Esq., 

Attorney. 
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S.  J^pinfforfiy  for  appellant.  The  court  had  no  right  to 
grant  the  order  in  the  manner  and  foim  in  which  it  was 
entered. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  order  the  examination  of 
the  books  is  contained  in  section  'No.  1  of  the  general  assign- 
ment act  of  1877,  which  is  as  follows  : 

'^  The  county  judge  may  also,  at  any  time,  on  petition  of 
any  party  interested,  order  the  examination  of  witnesses  and 
the  production  of  any  books  and  papers  by  any  party  a  wit- 
ness before  him  or  before  a  referee  appointed  by  him  for 
such  purposes." 

The  appellant  contends  that  under  this  section  the  court 
can  only  direct  a  party  or  witness  to  produce  the  books  while 
such  party  or  witness  is  under  examination,  and  that  such 
books  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  party  or  witness  until  the 
examination  is  concluded  when,  in  pursuance  of  said  section, 
they  may  be  directed  to  be  filed  in  the  clerk's  office. 

The  evident  intent  of  the  section  is  to  afford  a  creditor  the 
right  to  examine  the  affairs  of  the  debtor,  at  the  same  time 
affording  the  debtor  an  opportunity  for  explanation  which  an 
oral  examination  affords. 

As  the  order  is  entered  it  affords  the  creditor  an  opportu- 
nity for  an  examination  of  the  books  without  giving  the 
debtor  an  equal  opportunity  for  explanation. 

The  question  is  novel  and  the  practice  has  not  been  adjudi- 
cated at  a  general  term  of  this  court.  It  is  conceded  that  the 
opportunity  for  an  examination  of  books  can  be  accorded  to 
a  creditor  upon  a  proper  petition,  but  it  is  claimed  that  the 
provisions  of  this  section  authorize  no  different  procedure 
than  the  ordinary  ones  where  the  books  of  an  adverse  party 
are  obtamed  for  purposes  of  examination. 

It  cannot  be  claimed  that  a  party  obtaining  books  under  a 
subpoena  ckcces  tecum  would  have  the  right  to  examine  the 
books  of  the  opposing  party  without  direct  questions  to  the 
witness  producing  the  books. 

Even  when  a  discovery  is  directed  and  books  and  papers 
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are  ordered  to  be  produced  for  inspection  it  is  done  nnder 
circnmscribed  limitations,  and  the  snbject-matter  songht  to 
be  discovered  is  well  defined  and  the  inspection  limited 
accordingly. 

As  the  order  now  stands  there  is  no  limit  to  the  petitioner's 
right,  and  he  can  examine  each  and  every  paper  and  book 
which  the  debtors  ever  nsed  in  their  business  without  giving 
the  debtors  an  opportunity  to  explain  any  apparent  discrepan- 
cies or  correct  inadvertent  errors  or  mistakes,  and  the  result 
might  be  long  litigations  based  upon  apparent  abstracts  from 
books  and  papers  on  their  face  showing  irregularities  but 
capable  of  rectification  and  ready  explanation  by  an  oral 
examination. 

The  power  to  examine  books  and  papers  is  an  invasion  of 
the  rights  of  an  individual,  and  when  allowed  in  pursuance 
of  law  the  provisions  and  safeguards  of  law  should  all  be 
observed  so  as  to  prevent  oppression  and  injustice. 

Ricka/rd  S.  Newcomhe^  for  respondent. 

I.  The  petition  of  the  creditors  was  presented  under  section 
21  of  the  assignment  act,  which  provides  that  on  the  petition 
of  any  party  interested  the  county  judge  may  order  the  exam- 
ination of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  any  books  and 
papers  by  any  party  or  witness  before  him,  or  before  a  referee 
appointed  by  him  for  such  purpose.  The  order  appealed 
from  only  so  provides. 

The  affidavit  of  the  assignee,  it  is  true,  denies  the  allega- 
tion in  the  creditors'  petition  as  his  reason  for  permitting  an 
examination  of  the  books ;  but  that  statement,  though  contrsr 
dieted,  read  with  the  fact  of  preferences  having  been  created 
to  the  amount  of  $41,179.20  in  favor  of  the  assignee  Streg- 
litz  and  M.  L.  Streglitz  &  Sons  was  sufficient  to  justify  the 
order  appealed  from. 

II.  Irrespective  of  the  reason  assigned  it  is  plain  that  the 
assignee  refused  to  allow  the  books  to  be  examined.  He 
don't  deny  the  refusal,  he  only  says  he  didn't  put  it  on  the 
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ground  alleged  in  the  moving  papers.  He  says,  in  effect,  that 
he  took  the  ground  that  the  creditors  had  no  right  to  have  the 
"books  examined  by  an  expert,  but  that  he  wonld  give  any 
information  in  regard  to  a  specific  matter.  That  is  not  what 
the  creditors  want,  nor  what  they  have  the  right  under  the 
statute  to  have.  They  want  to  examine  into  the  affairs  of 
the  assignors.  This  they  have  the  right  to  do  fully  and  unre- 
strictedly, and  it  is  a  breach  of  duty  upon  the  part  of  the 
assignee  to  prevent  their  doing  it  {Mannim^  agt.  Stem^  1 
AUb.  N,  (7.,  408). 

in.  The  creditors  have  an  absolute  right  to  examine  into 
the  affairs  of  the  assignors,  and  for  that  purpose  to  inspect 
their  books  {In  re  Bryce  cfe  Smithy  56  How.  P.  -R.,  359). 
The  inspection  need  not  be  made  by  the  creditor  personally. 
He  may  designate  some  one  to  make  it  for  him,  and  it  cannot 
be  an  objection  that  the  person  is  an  escpert. 

lY.  It  is  utterly  unreasonable  for  an  assignee  to  refuse 
a  creditor  free  right  to  examine  into  the  affairs  of  the  debtor. 
The  assignee  is  not  appointed  to  protect  the  debtor  or  to 
baffle  the  creditor.  The  least  a  failed  debtor  can  do  is  to 
throw  open  his  affairs  to  the  examination  of  his  creditors.  If 
he  cannot  pay  his  debts  he  should  at  least  be  willing  to  let 
the  creditor  know  why  and  how  the  misfortune  occurred  and 
what  has  become  of  his  property;  and  an  assignee  who 
obstructs,  or  attempts  to  obstruct,  by  refusing  to  allow  the 
creditors  the  fullest  access  to  the  books  of  the  debtor,  is 
recreant  to  his  duty  and  to  the  trust  in  favor  of  the  creditors 
which  has  been  conferred  upon  him.  The  order  should  be 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

After  argument  the  general  term,  Van  Bkitnt  and  J.  F. 
Daly,  JJ.,  affirmed  the  order  of  Lassemosb,  J. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  A.  Dodge  agt.  The  Bsadbtheet  Cohpaut,  John  H. 

Whttb  and  Robkbt  B.  Hasdt. 

Action  offoinit  a  earporaiionfor  eontpiring  wUh  athen  to  ir^ure  the  dtfendant 

hy  dandmwu  utteranoea —  Cdmplaiint, 

Where,  in  an  action  against  a  corporation  defendant  sued  with  others, 
it  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  coix>oration  combined  and  con- 
federated with  the  other  defendants  to  injure  the  plaintiff  by  circulating 
false  and  slanderous  statements  to  his  injury  with  the  view  of  compel- 

.  ling  him  to  become  a  subscriber  to  the  publications  of  the  corporation 
defendants,  in  pursuance  of  which  combination  the  slanderous  words 
were  uttered  by  the  other  defendants: 

EM,  upon  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  that  a  cause  of  action  was  alleged 
against  the  corporation. 

Special  Term,  Aprils  1880. 
Demubbbb  to  the  oomplamt. 


John  H.  Bvrd^  for  defendants. 
Clarence  Lexowj  for  plaintiff. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  After  a  careful  reading  of  the  complaint 
and  a  consideration  of  the  points  and  argaments  of  the  coun- 
sel I  cannot  conclude  that  this  pleading  is  obnoxious  to  the 
objection  that  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly  joined. 

It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  pleader's  intention  to 
interpose  two  separate  causes  of  action,  one  for  slander  and 
another  for  an  illegal  combination  and  conspiracy  between 
the  defendants  to  injure  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  true  that  the  utterances  of  the  defendants,  White  and 
Hardy,  which  are  claimed  to  have  been  false  and  slanderous, 
are  given  with  detail  in  the  beginning  of  the  complaint,  but 
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thej  are  afterwards  alleged  to  have  been  the  outcome  of  an 
illegal  ooBBpiracj  and  combination  formed  between  the 
defendants  with  the  intent  and  design  of  compelling  plaintiff 
to  become  a  subscriber  to  the  publications  of  the  defendant 
corporation.  As  far  as  the  value  of  the  pleading  is  concerned 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  conspiracy  which  conceived  the 
wrong  and  consummated  it  in  averment  precedes  or  follows 
the  statement  of  its  open  expression. 

The  complaint  undertakes  to  state  only  the  history  and 
nature  of  a  combined  purpose  to  do  plaintiff  an  injury,  and 
the  method  of  its  accomplishment. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  question  the  point  made  by  the  learned 
counsel  of  the  defendant  that  a  corporation  could  not  utter  a 
slander  {Tovmsend  on  Slcrndsr,  sec.  265). 

Although  it  has  not  the  power  of  human  speech  it  can  and 
unfortunately  sometimes  does  much  human  mischief.  Cor- 
porations have  the  capacity  to  enter  into  combinations  with 
others  through  which  wrong  is  often  inflicted. 

The  illegal  and  improper  purposes  of  a  corporation  may 
find  expression  in  a  resolution  entered  on  its  books/ and  its 
ends  may  be  attained  throu/a^h  its  agents  and  confederates. 

A  corporation  may  sanction  the  publication  of  a  libel  by  its 
agents  and  employes  and  will  be  held  liable  therefor. 

Corporations  have  the  capacity  to  act  and  that,  too,  with 
a  bad  motive.  They  are  managed  by  fallible  men.  The 
defendant  corporation  is  here  charged  with  combining  and 
confederating  with  the  other  defendants  to  injure  the  plain- 
tiff by  circulating  false  and  slanderous  statements  to  his 
injury. 

This  may  not,  in  the  end,  prove  to  be  true,  but  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  hearing  the  demurrer  concedes  it.  For  this 
action,  if  established  by  competent  proof,  it  should  be  held 
liable. 

Among  other  things  the  plaintiff  is  charged  with  being  a 
*^  defaulter  "  under  circumstances  which  impute  a  crime,  and 
that  is  actionable. 
Vol.  LIX        14 
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The  grounds  of  demurrer  are  not  well  taken  and  there 
should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  with  liberty,  however,  to 
the  defendant  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and  interpose  an 
answer  on  payment  of  costs. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

James  E.  MoYbany,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  The  Matob, 
Aldebman  and  Commonalty  of  the  Crrr  op  New  Toek, 
defendants  and  respondents. 

New  York  {cftJty  of) —  ElecHcm  of  aldermen  —  The  supreme  court — potoer  to 
determivs  upon  quo  uxurranto  whether  2»  person  was  duly  elected  or  not — 
Offleer  de  facto  and  de  jure — their  rights  as  to  sala/ry. 

The  provisions  of  the  charter  of  the  city  of  New  York  providing  that  the 
board  of  aldermen  and  assistant  aldermen  of  that  city  should  bo  the 
exclusive  judges  of  the  qualification,  election  and  return  of  their  mem- 
bers, do  not  take  away  from  the  supreme  court  its  inherent  power  of 
determining  upon  quo  warranto  whether  a  person  was  duly  elected  to 
and  qualified  for  such  office.  The  power  is  a  concurrent  and  not  an 
exclusive  one,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  whichever  attaches  first  continues 
to  the  termination  of  the  proceeding.  Therefore,  if  the  claimant  to  the 
office  submits  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board  to  which  he 
claims  to  have  been.elected,  and  that  board  decides  against  his  title  he 
cannot  afterwards  invoke  the  aid  of  the  court,  but  if  the  aid  of  the  court 
is  sought  first  its  judgment  is  conclusive.  A  person  who  receives  the 
certificate  of  election  to  an  office  of  which  he  gets  possession  ceases  to 
be  an  officer  de  facto  from  the  time  of  judgment  of  ouster.  No  further 
proceeding  or  writ  is  necessary  to  put  the  officer  de  jure  into  legal  pos- 
session of  the  office,  and  a  payment  by  the  financial  officer  of  a  munici- 
pal corporation  to  such  de  facto  officer,  after  notice  of  such  judgment  of 
ouster,  does  not  protect  the  municipality  from  the  payment  of  the  same 
salary  to  the  officer  dejure  from  and  after  the  time  of  such  notice. 

Decided  Fefyruwry^  1880. 

The  plaintiff  was  elected  at  the  charter  election  in  1868,  an 
assistant  alderman,  from  the  ninth  assembly  and  assistant 
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alderm&nic  district  of  the  city  of  New  York,  under  the  pro- 
visions  of  the  amended  charter.  Although  regularly  elected 
by  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast,  the  returns  of  the  district  can- 
vassers were,  in  two  election  polls  of  the  district,  fraudulently 
altered,  and  the  vote  transposed,  so  as  to  elect  the  plaintifPs 
competitor,  Peter  Culkin. 

The  county  canvassers  counted  the  vote  as  it  appeared  by 
the  altered  returns  of  the  district  canvassers,  and,  of  course, 
declared  Oulkin  elected  according  to  such  returns.  Culkin 
was  thereupon  admitted  to  a  seat  in  the  assistant  aldermauic 
diamber,  and  McYeany  excluded. 

The  attorney-general  thereupon  commenced  an  action  in 
the  nature  of  a  qiio  warranto^  in  the  name  of  the  people  of 
the  state,  on  the  relation  of  Mc  Veany  agt.  Culkm^  to  oust 
him  from  said  position,  on  the  ground  that  he  usurped  the 
office,  and  that  McYeany,  the  rislator,  was  entitled  to  it. 
After  issue  joined  that  action  was  tried,  and  judgment  ren- 
dered ousting  Culkin,  and  declaring  McYeany  elected  and 
entitled  to  the  position.  The  plaintiff's  official  term  com- 
menced January  1, 1869,  and  was  to  continue  one  year.  The 
judgment  of  ouster  was  rendered  June  17, 1869.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  took  the  official  oath,  and  filed  it  in  the  mayor's 
office,  and  went  to  the  assistant  aldermanic  chamber,  at  a  regu- 
lar meeting  of  the  board,  with  a  certified  copy  of  the  judg- 
ment and  demanded  his  seat ;  the  board  refused  to  permit  him 
to  act,  although  he  was,  at  all  times,  ready  and  willing  to  per- 
form his  official  duty,  and  did  all  in  his  power  to  do  so.  The 
plaintiff,  after  the  expiration  of  his  official  term,  brought  this 
action  to  recover  the  year's  salary  belonging  to  the  office, 
fixed  by  law  at  $4,000.  The  defendants  denied  McYeany's 
election,  and,  for  further  defense,  contended  that  the  board 
of  assistant  aldermen  were  the  exclusive  judges  of  the  elec- 
tion of  its  members,  and  that  the  board  had  declared  Culkin 
elected,  which  declaration  was,  as  they  claimed,  conclusive 
on  the  plaintiff.  The  case  was  tried  before  justice  Fancher 
and  a  jury.    The  defendants'  counsel  moved  for  a  nonsuit  on 
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all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  the  conrt  granted  the  motion, 
with  a  direction  that  the  exceptions  be  heard  in  the  first 
instance  at  general  term,  and  judgment  suspended  in  the  mean- 
time.  The  general  tenn  ordered  judgment  for  the  defendants 
on  the  exceptions  (see  case  rqparted  in  1  Stm,  35,  cmd  in  3 
Thompson  <&  Cooky  131),  and  from  such  judgment  the  plain- 
tifi  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

Edward  Jacobs  and  J  amies  Cla/rky  for  appellant. 

W.  C,  Whitney  and  F.  L.  Stetson^  for  respondents. 

FoLGKE,  J.  —  This  is  an  action,  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  to 
recover  from  the  defendant  the  salary,  for  the  year  1869,  of  the 
oiBce  of  assistant  alderman  for  the  ninth  aldermanic  district 
in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  he  was  duly  elected  to  that  office 
for  that  year.  He  gave  no  parol  proof  of  that  fact.  He  put 
in  evidence  a  judgment  roll  in  the  supreme  court  in  the  case 
of  The  People  on  the  relation  of  James  K  Mc  Vea/ny  agt 
Peter  Cvlhm.  From  that  it  appears  that  the  case  was  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  a  qv>o  warra/rUo  to  test  the  right  of 
Culkin  to  the  office  above  named.  It  was  adjudged,  in  that 
case,  that  Culkin  had  usurped  and  intruded  into  that  office 
and  that  he  be,  and  that  he  thereby  was,  ousted  therefrom. 
It  was  also  adjudged  that  McYeany,  the  plaintiff  here,  was 
entitled  to  that  office  since  the  1st  day  of  January,  1869,  and 
for  one  year  beginning  on  that  day  and  ending  on  the  last 
day  of  December  of  that  year. 

The  defendants  contend  that  this  adjudication  is  of  no 
effect  for  that,  as  they  urge,  the  board  of  assistant  aldermen 
has  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  judge  of  the  election  of  its  own 
members.  Power  to  judge  is  given  by  the  charter  of  the 
defendants,  and  it  is  claimed  that,  thereby,  the  courts  are 
excluded  from  any  jurisdiction  in  such  case,  except  to  review 
the  action  of  the  board  after  its  action  has  been  had.    We  are 
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not  of  that  mind.  The  same  question  has  been  presented  to 
US  in  the  case  of  2%6>  People  ex  rd,  agt.  Hall  {decided  at  this 
9itHng)j  and  we  there  held  that  the  supreme  court  was  not 
ousted  of  jurisdiction  in  such  case  by  that  provision  in  the 
charter,  and  that  the  power  to  judge  given  to  the  boards  of 
the  common  council  was  not  exclusive  but  cumulative  only. 

We  must  hold,  then,  that  the  judgment  thus  proven  estab- 
lishes, for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  McYeany,  the  plaintiff, 
was  de  jure  the  assistant  alderman  for  that  district  for  that 
year. 

It  appeared  on  the  trial  that  McYeany  had  not  in  fact  held 
and  exercised  that  ofSce,  nor  performed  any  duty  or  rendered 
any  service  in  it.  It  further  appeared  that  at  the  election 
held  for  the  office  there  was  given  to  Culkin  the  canvassers' 
certificate  that  he  was  elected ;  that  he  took  the  oath  of  office 
and  discharged  the  duties  of  it  for  that  year  and  received  from 
the  defendants,  by  their  comptroller,  payment  of  the  official 
salary  for  that  year.  Thus  he  was  de  facto  in  the  office,  as 
the  incumbent  thereof,  tmder  color  of  title  thereto.  It  is  a 
fact  of  some  importance,  too,  that  McYeany  did  not  take  an 
oath  of  office  until  after  that  judgment,  to  wit,  on  the  18th 
of  June,  1869. 

On  this  state  of  facts  the  defendants  urge  that  upon  the 
authority  of  the  cases  of  Cormor  agt.  The  Mayor  (5  iT.  y., 
385) ;  Smith  agt.  The  Mayor  (87  id.,  618)  the  plaintiflE  can- 
not recover,  for  that  he  rendered  no  service  to  the  defendants 
and  earned  no  compensation.  In  5  JVew  Fork  it  is  said,  per 
BuoGLES,  Ch.  J.,  that  ^^the  right  to  compensation  grows  out 
of  the  rendition  of  the  services  and  not  out  of  any  contract 
between  the  government  and  the  officer  that  the  services  shall 
be  rendered  by  him."  The  same  idea  is  expressed  by  Daiobls, 
J.,  in  BuOer  agt.  Penna.  (10  Bow.  [  U.  A],  403-416) :  «  The 
promised  compensation  for  services  actually  performed  and 
accepted  *  ♦  ♦  may  undoubtedly  be  claimed 
both  upon  principles  of  compact  and  of  equity ;  but  to  insist 
beyond  this        ♦        »        «        ^  upon  a  reward  for  acts 
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neither  desired  nor  performed,  would  appear  to  be  reconcila- 
ble neither  with  common  justice  nor  conmion  sense."  The 
learned  judges  in  these  instances  were  combating  the  notion 
that  a  right  to  a  public  office  was  private  property  or  held  by 
contract  so  that  it  could  not  be  taken  away  or  i^ected,  or  the 
emoluments  of  it  regulated  during  the  term  of  the  incumbent. 
The  cases  did  not  present  directly  the  question  whether  an 
officer  could,  by  virtue  of  his  right  alone  to  the  office,  having 
in  fact  rendered  no  service,  recover  the  compensation  affixed 
to  the  office  when  it  had  been  paid  to  one  in  fact  in  the  office 
and  doing  the  service  therein.  But  the  cases  do  distinctly 
decide  that  the  relation  between  such  public  officers  and  the 
authority  superior  to  them  is  not  that  of  contractors  with 
each  other,  and  that  a  claim  to  official  emolument  cannot  be 
based  upon  the  idea  of  a  property  interest  in  the  office,  or  of 
that  of  an  agreement  to  pay  the  same.  The  case  of  Smith 
agt.  The  Mayor  {mprd)  does  expressly  hold  that  an  officer  de 
jwre  kept  from  the  exercise  of  his  office  while  waiting  and 
willing  to  perform  the  duties  of  it,  there  being  an  officer  de 
facto  rendering  the  official  services  and  receiving  the  payment 
authorized  by  law,  may  not  recover  of  the  municipality  the 
compensation  attached  to  the  office  for  the  time  for  which  his 
title  to  the  office  was  in  dispute  and  he  did  not  exercise  it. 
The  judgment  is  put  upon  the  ground  stated  in  Connor^ e 
case  {svpra),  and  that  as  there  was  no  rendition  of  services 
nor  a  contract  for  payment  the  action  must  fail.  We  do  not 
find  in  the  reports  of  this  court  any  case  later  than  those 
above  cited  where  they  have  been,  in  this  respect,  either 
expressly  approved  or  adversely  commented  on.  In  UcuUey 
agt.  The  Mayor  (33  N.  Z".,  603)  there  is  an  obiter  remark  of 
Denio,  Oh.  J.,  to  the  effect  that  an  action  for  the  salary  of  an 
office  might  probably  have  been  successfully  defended  on  the 
ground  that  the  officer  failed  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  office 
and  had  acquiesced  in  the  irregular  order  for  his  dismissal.  In 
The  City  of  ffoboken  agt.  Gear  (3  Dutchor  [iT.  J.],  265)  it  is 
said  {p.  278)  that  the  relation  between  the  municipality  and  an 
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officer  of  it  is,  at  the  most,  a  contract ;  that  while  the  officer 
performs  the  duties  of  the  office  he  will  receive  the  compensa- 
tion provided  bylaw ;  and  Connor^ 8  case  {swprd)  is  cited  with 
approval,  and  the  words  of  Buoolbs,  Ch.  J.,  that  we  have 
quoted  above  are  repeated  with  emphasis,  and  the  force  of  the 
opinion  is  to  the  end  that  a  performance  of  the  duties  is  needful 
for  a  recovery  of  the  compensation.  The  AtMUtars  of  Wayne 
CottntySLgt,  Benait  (20  Mich.^  176)  is  to  the  same  effect, 
though  the  dissent  of  Cooley,  J.,  and  the  qualified  concur- 
rence of  Chbishakot,  J.,  takes  from  the  force  of  the  decision. 
And,  finally,  there  is  the  case  of  Dolan  agt.  The  Mayor  (68 
JT.  T,j  274),  which,  while  protesting  that  it  is  not  meant  to 
interfere  with  the  decision  in  SrjvUh  agt.  27ie  Mayor  {aupraj 
j>.  283),  puts  the  inability  to  recover  of  one  who,  though  an 
officer  de  jv/re,  has  not  actually  performed  the  duties  upon 
grounds  of  public  policy  and  overweening  public  convenience. 
There  the  office  had  been  taken  by  a  usurper  who  rendered 
the  services  due  from  it,  and  for  a  time  received  from  the 
municipality  the  compensation  provided  by  law.  There  an 
action  was  brought  on  the  relation  of  him  rightfully  entitled, 
and  it  was  adjudged  in  his  favor.  It  was  held  that,  for  so 
much  of  the  salary  as  had  been  paid  to  the  intruder  before  the 
judgment  of  ouster,  the  officer  de  jwre  could  not  recover. 
This  conclusion  was  reached  by  the  consideration  that  the 
duty  put  upon  fiscal  officers  to  pay  official  salaries  could  not 
safely  be  performed,  unless  they  are  justified  in  acting  upon 
the  apparent  title  of  claimants,  inasmuch  as  they  would  other- 
wise be  placed  in  peril  of  deciding  wrongly  who  was  the 
officer  dejure^  and  of  putting  the  governmental  authority,  of 
which  they  were  the  disbursing  agents,  to  the  hazard  of  a 
oompnlsory  payment  of  salary  a  Becond  time.  But  it  was  also 
held  in  that  case,  that  for  so  much  of  the  salary  accruing  die 
before  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  of&cer  de  jicrey  and  which 
had  not  been  paid  to  the  intruder,  the  officer  dejure  was  enti- 
tled to  recover.  It  was  recognized  that  the  salary  is  the  com- 
pensation for  the  rendition  of  services ;  but  it  was  also  seen 
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that  60  much  of  the  sakry  had  not  been  paid  to  any  one;  that 
the  city  had  had  the  benefit  of  the  Bervices,  thongh  rendered 
by  an  intruder ;  that  he  coald  not  recover  therefor ;  that  there 
was  no  equity  in  freeing  the  municipality  entirely  from  the 
payment  of  it,  and  it  was  heldUsistent  with  all  rules  to  treat 
the  services  as  having  been  rendered  by  the  intruder  in  the 
stead  of  the  officer  dejure^  and  to  permit  the  latter  to  recover 
on  that  assumption.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant| 
in  the  case  in  hand,  sought  to  distinguish  between  cases  where 
the  compensation  was  by  fixed  fees  for  the  specific  service 
rendered,  and  where  it  was  by  an  annual  salary,  payable  at 
recurring  periods.  We  are  not  able  to  perceive  such  a  dis- 
tinction as  will  affect  the  applicability  of  the  cases  cited. 
Smith  agt.  The  Mayor  (aitpra)  was  a  case  where  the  amount 
of  the  compensation  depended  upon  the  amount  collected| 
and  the  amount  to  which  the  fees  would  run  at  a  given  rate 
upon  the  amount  collected  was  the  compensation  for  the  duty 
rendered;  that  compensation  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
retained  by  the  collector  from  the  sums  received  by  him.  But 
the  whole  amount  collected  by  all  of  that  kind  of  officers,  as 
we  understand  it,  went  into  the  city  treasury,  and  the  com- 
pensation of  each  deputy  collector  (and  there  were  four  of 
that  kind  of  officers)  was  paid  from  the  city  treasury  to  each 
of  them  upon  a  calculation  of  what  each  was  entitled  to  upon 
the  total  amount  collected  by  the  four.  We  do  not  perceive 
how  this  differs  in  principle,  as  far  as  the  matter  now  in  hand 
is  concerned,  from  the  case  of  an  annual  salary  payable  at 
fixed  times  through  the  year.  And  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  of 
the  cases  cited  some  of  them  were  actions  for  salary,  and,  in 
the  opinions  in  others,  no  distinction  is  taken  between  a  com- 
pensation by  salary  and  by  fees.  Indeed,  if  the  compensation 
was  by  fees,  a  specific  fee,  payable  to  the  officer,  for  each  par- 
ticular official  act  done  or  service  rendered  for  any  private 
person,  there  could  be  no  basis  for  an  action  against  the  cor- 
porate body,  for  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  service  was 
rendered  for  it,  or  that  it  received  the  money  from  the  pri- 
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vate  peroon  for  the  nee  of  the  officer  de  jtire.  Therefore  to 
make  any  ground  for  an  action  against  the  mnnicipality  the 
official  emolnment  mnst  have  been  so  collected,  if  bj  fees,  as 
to  go  into  the  municipal  treasnrj  or  be  in  terms  payable  there- 
from. Then  the  difference  would  be  only  that  that  by  salary 
was  ^  fixed  and  certain  sum  and  that  by  fees  uncertain. 

The  learned  counsel  also  suggests  that  there  is  a  difference 
where  the  office  is  held  by  appointment  and  by  election.  He 
bases  the  distinction  that  he  claims  upon  the  power  that  is  in 
the  appointing  source  to  revoke  on  the  one  hand  and  the  right 
of  the  officer  to  resign  on  the  other.  But  there  is  the  same  right 
to  resign  an  elective  office  and  the  same  power  in  the  authority 
that  created  it  to  abolish  it  or  to  shorten  the  term  of  it. 

It  is,  then,  to  be  deduced  from  the  cases  in  this  state  that, 
as  a  general  principle,  the  rendition  of  official  service  must 
precede  a  right  to  demand  and  recover  the  compensation 
given  by  law  to  the  officer ;  that  the  disbursing  officer  of  a 
municipality  is  protected  from  a  second  payment  of  that  com- 
pensation, and  so  is  his  superior,  when  he  has  once  made 
payment  to  one  actually  in  the  office  discharging  the  duties 
of  it  with  color  of  title,  with  his  right  thereto  not  determined 
against  him  by  a  competent  tribunal ;  that  when  there  has 
been  such  an  adjudication  any  amount  of  compensation  for 
services  rendered  not  paid  to  him  is  due  and  payable  t^  the 
one  adjudged  to  be  the  officer  de  jwre^  and  may  be  recovered 
by  the  latter  of  the  municipality.  It  will  be  seen  that  the 
facts  in  these  cases  do  not  entirely  cover  the  facts  of  the  case 
in  hand.  Here  the  compensation  given  to  the  office  has  been 
paid  to  the  intruder  throughout  the  whole  term  of  the  office, 
notwithstanding  that  when  that  term  was  not  yet  half  spent 
there  had  been  an  adjudication  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case 
was  lawfully  entitled  to  the  office  and  that  Culkin  was  a 
usurper  thereof,  and,  notwithstanding,  that  the  fiscal  officer 
of  the  municipality  had  been  at  once  made  known  of  that 
adjudication,  we  must  seek  to  apply  the  principles  established 
by  those  cases  to  this  new  state  of  facts. 
Vol.  LIX        15 
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It  is  trae  that  the  plaintiff,  though  very  willing  so  to  do, 
did  not,  in  fact,  render  to  the  city  of  New  York  any  fiervioe 
as  asBifitant  alderman,  and  the  Connor  case  and  Smith  ca&e^ 
without  the  Dokm  case,  would  seem  to  stand  in  the  way  of  his 
claim  for  compensation.  But  in  the  light  of  the  Dolan  case^ 
Culkin,  the  intruder,  did  render  service  in  the  office  that 
may*  be  counted  for  the  good  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  true  that 
the  fiscal  officer  of  the  municipality  has  paid  Culkin  the  salary 
for  the  whole  term  of  the  office.  If  he  paid  it  in  ignorance 
of  the  falsity  of  Culkin's  claim  to  the  office,  and  in  view  of 
his  actual  possession  of  it  with  color  of  title,  he  and  his  superior 
would  have  good  stand  against  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff. 
By  the  rule  in  the  DoUvn,  case  that  fiscal  officer  was  not  bound 
to  make  inquest  into  the  right  to  the  office  in  clamor  between 
the  plaintiff  and  Culkin,  and  so  long  as  the  latter  remained  in 
the  office  in  fact,  with  color  of  title  to  it,  payment  to  him  was 
all  that  the  municipality  could  be  compelled  to  do.  Besides, 
that  McYeany  had  not  taken  the  oath  of  office  until  after  the 
adjudidCtion  in  his  favor.  He  could  not  enter  upon  the  duties 
of  his  office  before  he  did  that  (1  R.  &,  119,  tec.  20).  And 
until  he  did  that  he  had  no  title  to  exercise  the  office,  and 
could  render  no  services,  and,  of  course,  earn  no  compensation 
{CcUb,  an  Crim.  Def,  and  Quo  Wa/rr.^  p,  *  149,  and  oasei 
cited).  But  when  the  supreme  court  had  adjudged  that 
Culkin  Was  a  usurper,  and  that  McYeany  was  of  right  the 
officer,  and  McYeany  had  taken  the  oath  of  office  and 
the  comptroller  was  made  known  thereof,  the  rule  in  the 
Dcla/n  oaee  ceased  to  work  for  the  latter.  He  was  not  bound 
to  inquire,  but  to  know,  then,  he  need  not  inquire.  The  judg- 
ment brought  to  his  notice  showed  that  judicial  inquiry  had 
been  made  for  him  and  a  result  reached.  After  that  he  made 
payment  of  his  own  wiU,  not  in  ignorance,  not  free  from  duty 
to  obey  the  judgment,  but  with  knowledge.  He  knowingly 
paid  to  a  pretender.  He  was  not,  nor  was  the  dty,  any  longer 
protected  in  lihe  payment  to  Culkin,  and  were  bound  to  retain 
ihe  arrears  of  salary  as  they  accrued  due  and  payable  for  the 
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rightful  officer,  if  there  was  a  rendition  of  the  Bervices 
required  of  the  officer  by  law.  There  was  a  rendition  of  ser* 
vices  in  fact.  It  was  made  by  Culkin.  After  the  judgment 
against  him  his  rendition  thereof  was,  by  the  other  rule  in 
DoUmCb  casej  a  rendition  in  the  behoof  of  McVeany,  and  the 
salary  thereafter  accruing  and  unpaid  therefor  belonged  to  the 
latter  and  should  have  been  paid  to  him. 

This  is  so,  unless  some  things  in  the  case  now  to  be  noticed 
give  protection  to  the  comptroller  and  to  the  city.  After  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment  in  his  favor,  McVeany  took  no 
judicial  action  to  enforce  it.  He  took  the  oath  of  office.  He 
gave  notice  of  the  judgment  to  the  comptroller,  and,  also,  to 
the  board  of  assistant  aldermen.  He  made  demand  from  the 
board  of  his  seat  among  them  and  was  refused.  He  did  not 
move  thccourts  to  aid  him  in  getting  the  actual  possession  of 
his  seat  in  the  board.  It  did  not  need,  so  far  as  Culkin  was 
concerned,  that  he  should.  The  rendition  of  a  regular  judg- 
ment of  ouster  against  an  intruder  into  a  public  office,  actually 
puts  him  out  of  the  office,  and  excludes  him  therefrom,  and 
the  person  adjudged  entitled  to  it,  upon  taking  the  oath  of 
office  and  giving  bonds,  if  any  are  required  by  law,  becomes 
eo  mstcmti  invested  with  the  office  ( Wdch  agt.  Cooh^  7  How. 
Pr.^  262 ;  The  People  agt.  Canover,  6  Abb.  Pr.y  220).  There 
is  no  provision,  either  in  the  Kevised  Statutes  or  in  the  Codes, 
for  the  issuing  of  any  process,  or  taking  any  other  proceeding 
upon  the  judgment  to  remove  the  usurper  from  office  and 
place  the  party  entitled  thereto  in  possession,  and  none  is 
required  (/^.).  There  is  a  duty  yet  upon  the  officer  de  jv/re. 
It  is  to  demand  of  the  intruder  all  the  books  and  papers  of 
the  office,  and  there  is  a  summary  mode  to  compel  the  delivery 
of  them ;  that  duty  did  not  press  upon  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case,  for  the  intruder,  it  is  inferrable  from  the  character  of  the 
office,  had  no  books  or  papers  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  the 
office  by  the  rightful  holder  of  it. 

It  may  be  doubted  whether  the  rule  stated  in  the  cases  last 
cited  is  applicable  in  full  force  to  such  a  case  as  this.     Those 
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were  cases  in  which  the  office  was  of  a  kind  to  be  held  bj  one 
person  singly,  like  that  of  sheriff,  and  not  in  co-operation  and 
fellowship  with  others,  like  that  of  a  member  of  a  body  or 
board  made  up  of  several  of  equal  right  and  privilege,  and 
*  where  the  act,  or  refusal  to  act,  of  the  board  might  render 
ineffectual  in  fact  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  rightful  claimant 
to  a  seat  therein. 

It  may  well  be  that  in  the  case  of  an  office  to  be  held  by 
one  alone  the  judgment  does  operate  per  se  to  put  into  it  the 
rightfal  claimant,  because  he  can  go  forward  at  once  of  his 
own  will  in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  it.  But  when  to 
exercise  the  office  there  is  needed  admission  to  a  place  where 
the  duties  are  to  be  done  among  several  others  who  have 
equal  rights,  and  the  formal  legal  and  the  actual  physical 
power  to  refuse  admission  to  a  place  among  them  and  who 
refuse  admission,  a  different  case  is  presented,  an(f  it  seems 
that  the  court  may  be  moved  to  send  theii:  mandate  to  the 
board  to  open  the  way  to  the  rightful  officer  to  his  place 
among  them  and  to  a  vote  and  all  other  privileges  {See  A.  <& 
A.  on  Cor,^  sec.  702,  a/nd  cases  there  cited).  However  that 
may  be  we  do  not  think  that  the  omission  of  McVeany  to 
move  the  courts  for  a  mandamus  avails  for  the  protection 
of  the  defendant  in  this  case.  The  comptroller*had  notice  of 
the  judgment  of  ouster  and  was  forbidden  at  the  same  time 
from  paying  salary  to  Oulkin,  and  it  was  his  duty  to  observe 
the  judgment. 

It  is  true  that  upon  the  notice  of  the  plaintiff  having  been 
given  to  the  board  it  made  inquiry  into  the  matter  and 
adjudged  that  Gulkin  was  entitled  to  the  seat.  Had  the  plain- 
tiff been  a  party  to  that  proceeding  a  serious  question  would 
have  been  presented  whether  he  was  not  bound  by  the  result 
of  it.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  he  promoted  the  inquiry 
or  took  part  in  it.  The  minutes  of  the  board  assert  that  he 
appeared  in  it  by  counsel.  This  he  expressly  denies  in  his 
testimony  on  this  trial,  and  he  is  not  contradicted  by  any- 
thing in  the  case  save  those  minutes.    As  the  plaintiff  was 
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nonsuited  by  the  court  and  his  complaint  dismissed  at  the 
trial,  the  testimony  and  all  inference  from  it  are  to  be  made 
most  strongly  in  his  favor.  It  mnst  be  taken  that  he  was  not 
a  party  in  person  or  by  counsel  to  the  inquiry  by  the  board, 
and  is  not  precluded  by  their  judgment.  Nor  does  that  judg-  > 
ment  countervail  the  one  given  before  it  by  the  supreme 
court.  That  being  the  first  upon  the  same  matter  and  unre- 
versed vras  of  the  greater  force,  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
supreme  court  therein  being  at  least  equal  and  concurrent, 
and  jurisdiction  of  the  case  having  been  first  taken  by  it,  it 
boxmd  the  city  and  its  disbursing  officer.  Moreover,  had  he 
appeared  in  the  proceedings  by  the  board,  yet  only  to  set  up 
and  insist  upon  the  judgment  in  his  favor  by  the  supreme 
court,  it  may  be  doubted  whether  he  would  have  been  preju- 
diced by  the  action  and  conclusion  of  the  board ;  and  tiie 
evidence  does  not  war  vrith  this  view  of  his  acts. 

We  thus  come  to  the  conclusion  that  for  the  salary  accruing, 
due  and  payable  before  the  notice  to  the  comptroller  of  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover ; 
for  that,  after  that  date,  ho  can.  By  a  request  made  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  salary  from 
the  1st  day  of  July,  1869,  that  seems  to  be  the  date  at  which 
the  plaintiff  conceives  his  right  to  it  may  have  begun.  The 
defendant  will  not  find  fault  with  that  as  a  starting  point,  for 
in  its  points  the  18th  day  of  June,  1869,  is  named  in  the  con- 
tingency that  this  court  take  the  view  which  has  been  herein 
expressed. 

The  trial  court,  on  the  facts  before  it,  should  not  have  shut 
out  the  plaintiff  by  a  nonsuit  from  an  opportunity  of  a  verdict 
for  that  portion  of  the  salary  for  the  year. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  had,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

All  concur,  except  Chtjboh,  Ch.  J.,  and  Milleb,  J.,  absent 
at  ailment. 
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K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Thoicas  'Whkblbb  agt.  Iba  A.  Allbn. 

Promiuory  note — aeeommodaUon  tndar$§r. 

It  an  accommodation  maker  or  indorser  has  no  interest  in  the  waj  in 
which  the  proceeds  of  the  note  are  to  be  used,  it  is  no  defense  to  him 
that  he  was  told  the  note  was  to  be  discounted  by  a  bank,  though  it 
was  in  fact  used  and  intended  to  be  used  in  paying  an  antecedent  debt 

General  Term^  Aprils  1879.       / 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  marine  oonrt,  general  term. 

S.  F.  R,  Cooper f  for  appellant. 

S.  E.  Swcmi^  for  respondent 

Van  Hossen,  J.  —  Mnirheid  wae  indebted  to  Wheeler  on 
a  note  which  was  past  dne.  Wheeler  pressed  Mnirheid  for 
payment,  and  Mnirheid  asked  if  Wheeler  would  take  a  new 
note  at  three  months,  with  Ira  A.  Allen,  the  defendant,  as 
indorser.  Wheeler  said  he  would,  and  Mnirheid  then  applied 
to  Allen  to  indorse  his  note,  for  discount,  at  the  Sixth 
National  Bank.  Allen  inquired  what  Mnirheid  wanted  to  do 
with  the  money ;  Mnirheid  said,  ^^  to  pay  bills.''  Allen  had 
no  interest  in  the  application  of  the  avails  of  the  note  to  any 
particular  purpose.  AUen  then  indorsed  the  note,  and  Mnir- 
heid took  it  to  Wheeler,  who  surrendered  the  old  note  to 
Mnirheid,  by  whom  it  was  at  once  destroyed. 

The  defendant  interposed  two  objections  to  the  recoTcry 
which  the  court  directed  against  him ;  or,  rather,  his  defense 
consists  of  two  branches,  the  loss  of  either  one  of  which  is 
fatal  to  his  case. 

1st.  He  insists  that  the  n6te  was.  fraudulently  diverted, 
because  it  was  not  discounted  at  the  Sixth  National  Bank. 
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2d.  That  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  h(ma  fide  holder  for  valae, 
becanse  he  parted  with  nothing  of  valne  at  the  time  he 
acquired  the  note. 

The  indorser,  if  injured  by  the  discounting  of  the  note  at  a 
different  bank  from  the  one  at  which  he  believed  the  discount 
would  be  obtained,  or  if  injured  by  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  note  to  a  purpose  different  from  that  for  which 
he  became  indorser,  may  set  up  the  defense  of  misappropria- 
tion  against  any  one  but  a  lonafide  holder.  If,  however,  he 
has  no  interest  in  the  way  in  which  the  proceeds  of  the  note 
are  to  be  used,  it  is  no  defense  to  him  that  he  was  told  that 
the  note  was  to  be  discounted  by  a  bank,  though  it  was  in  fact 
the  intention  of  the  maker,  whom  he  accommodated,  to  use  the 
note  in  paying  an  antecedent  debt,  and  though  the  note  be  so 
used  {Mohmok  Bamk  agt.  Carey ^  1  Hilly  515 ;  Morvtrosa  agt. 
Clarky  2  Sand.^  115 ;  Edwwrds  on  BillSy  322 ;  Daniels  on 
Neg<M(Me  InstrumentSy  sees.  792-794). 

In  this  case  there  is  nothing  to  show  a  misappropriation  of 
the  note.  It  was  perfectly  proper,  therefore,  to  overrule  the 
defense,  even  though  the  plaintiff  were  shown  to  hold  the 
note  88  collateral  security  for  an  antecedent  debt  {Schepp  a^. 
Carpenter^  51  iT.  T".,  602 ;  Orocer^  Bwnk  agt.  Penfidd,  69 
N.  y.,  502).  But  there  was  another  reason  for  directing  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff ;  he  was  a  honafide  holder  for  value, 
before  maturity  and  in  the  regular  course  of  business.  He 
surrendered  the  old  note,  which  was  destroyed  by  Muirheid. 
The  giving  up  of  the  old  note  made  him  a  holder  for  value. 
The  law  on  this  point  is  settled  by  a  long  course  of  decisions, 
and  Moore  agt.  Ryder  does  not  lay  down  a  different  doctrine. 
The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should  be  afiSrmed, 
with  costs. 

Dalt,  C.  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Susanna  W.  Thobne  agt.  Sarah  B.  Nbwby  and  others. 

FoT€domMre  nfm/orHfoge — PivrUM — JvdgmmUfor  difioiency. 

In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  the  bond  accompanying  the  }nort- 
gage  being  executed  by  a  person  other  than  the  mortgagors  as  well  as 
by  the  mortgagors,  it  is  proper  to  make  such  obligor  a  party  to  the 
action  and  to  demand  against'  all  the  obligors  a  judgment  for  any 
deficiency. 

The  objection  that  an  action  "  in  per9onam  "  at  law  is  united  with  a  claim 
'*mrem"  in  equity  is  not  well  taken  (2  R  8.,  p.  191,  tee.  154;  Secfield 
agt  Doeeh^,  72  If,  T,  401). 

Special  Term,  Februa/ry,  1880. 
Demusbbb  to  complaint. 
Robert  P.  Haaiowj  for  demurrer. 
Hen/ry  W.  Clarkey  opposed. 

Van  Voest,  J.  —  This  is  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  made  by  the  defendants,  Sarah  B.  and  Emma  B. 
Newby.  The  bond  executed  by  them  at  the  same  time,  and 
bearing  even  date  with  the  mortgage,  is  also  executed  by 
Thomas  B.  Newby,  A  decree  is  asked  for  a  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  and  for  a  judgment  for  any  deficiency  that 
may  arise  on  such  sale  against  all  the  defenda/nta. 

The  defendants  demur  on  the  ground  that  the  complaint 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
and  because  causes  of  action  are  improperly  united  in  this, 
to  wit:  A  cause  of  action  "m  persona/m^^  at  law  has  been 
united  with  a  cause  of  action  "  m  rem "  and  in  equity ;  an 
action  on  the  bond  being,  in  substance,  united  with  a  claim  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage. 
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The  Sevifled  Statutes  provide,  that  if  the  mortgage  debt  be 
secured  by  the  obligation  or  other  eyidence  of  debt  of  any 
other  person  besides  the  mortgagor  the  complainant  may 
make  such  person  a  party  to  the  bill,  and  the  court  may  decree 
payment  of  the  balance  of  such  debt  remaining  unsatisfied 
after  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  as  well  against  such 
other  person  as  the  mortgagor,  and  may  enforce  such  decree 
as  in  other  cases  (2  R.  S,jp.  191,  sec,  154). 

The  same  provision  is,  in  substance,  found  in  section  167 
of  the  former  Oode  and  is  still  in  force. 

These  authorities  justify  the  plaintiff  in  joining  in  this 
action  all  the  parties  to  the  bond,  the  payment  of  which  is 
secured  by  the  mortgage  sought  to  be  foreclosed,  and  in 
demanding  a  judgment  against  all  the  obligors  for  any  defi- 
ciency which  may  arise.  As  is  said  by  Folgbb,  J.,  in  Soofidd 
agt  Dascher  (72  N.  Z.,  491) :  "  The  statute,"  to  which  refer- 
ence is  made  above,  '^  was  enacted  to  give  the  conrt,  in  which 
the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  was  had,  full  jurisdiction  over 
the  whole  subject,  and  to  save  the  necessity  of  actions  at  law 
and  to  allow  one  court  to  dispose  of  the  whole  subject  instead 
of  compelling  the  parties  to  resort  to  different  tribunals" 
{Eguitable  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  St&oenSj  63  iT.  T.,  341 ;  In 
Matter  of  CoUmSy  17  Sun,  289). 

But  since  there  is  at  present  power  in  this  court  to  admin- 
ister redress,  both  legal  and  equitable,  and  to  direct  issues  of 
fact  arising  in  actions  called  equitable  to  be  determined  by  a 
jury,  all  objections  to  the  plaintifiPs  complaint  of  the  nature 
indicated  by  the  demurrer  is  removed. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer, 
with  costs. 

Vol.  LIX        16 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Chables  a.  Clbgg  agt.  Thb  Akebioan  Kewbpapeb  Union 

and  others. 

Bee  ae^udicata — Cfonditum  preeederU  —  Psffomumce  —  Tender — Waiver  — 
Modified  or  suppUmentai  eoTdfract  eeaewtiaUif  variani  flr&m  the  orig- 
inal — Intuffldeney  of  eomplairU. 

See  a€(ftidieata  has  no  proper  application  on  demurrer  to  an  amended  com- 
plaint where  the  amendment  is  material  and  the  pleading  essentially 
different  by  reason  of  the  amendment  Such  amendment  relieves  the 
question  from  being  res  a^fudieata,  and  the  complaint  is  tested  as  to  its 
sufficiency  or  insufficiency  by  the  rules  of  pleading  otherwise  applicable. 

Where  a  complaint,  based  upon  an  alleged  agreement  between  plaintiff 
and  defendants,  omitted  to  set  out  the  agreement  in  full,  was  held  good 
on  demurrer  at  first,  but  afterwards  the  complaint  was  amended  yolun* 
tarily,  giving  the  agreement  in  full,  and  the  portion  of  the  agreement 
omitted  in  the  original  complaint  and  included  in  the  amended  com- 
plaint, consists  of  a  condition  precedent  to  be  performed  by  plaintiff 
before  any  obligation  of  defendants  arises,  and  the  complaint  so 
amended  fails  to  allege  performance  of  such  condition  precedent,  or 
tender  or  waiver  of  performance: 

mBld,  the  objection  based  upon  the  absence  of  an  averment  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  condition  precedent  is  well  taken;  and  ree  cufjudieeUa, 
though  it  might  have  been  available  to  defendants  in  answer  to  a 
demurrer  had  the  amended  complaint  been  based  upon  the  contract  as 
originally  set  forth,  is  not  available  as  the  complaint  stands  by  reason 
of  the  presence  of  the  precedent  condition  not  shown  to  have  been 
performed. 

j^pe<dal  Trial  Temiy  May,  1880. 

This  action  is  brought  by  Charles  A.  Cleg^  against  eleven 
defendants,  six  natural  persons  and  five  corporations. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  plaintiff  is  an  advertising  agent 
in  the  city  of  New  York;  that  defendants  are,  and  were 
during  a  time  specified,  associated  together  as  printers  and 
publishers  of  newspapers ;  that,  May  3,  1876,  an  agreement 
was  made  and  entered  into  by  and  between  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants,  other  than  defendants  Seals,  Foster  and  BoweU, 
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and  in  which  the  latter  defendants  afterwards  became  jointly 
interested  with  the  others ;  that  differences  and  disputes  hav- 
ing arisen  between  the  parties  to  this  agreement  a  further, 
other  and  supplemental  agreement  was  entered  into  August 
1,  1876,  between  the  plaintiff  on  the  one  part  and  A.  J. 
Aikens  representing  the  defendants  on  the  other  part.  This 
latter  agreement  is  in  the  form  of  a  written  proposition  sub- 
mitted  by  plaintiff  to  Mr.  Aikens  for  his  acceptance.  The 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  new  agreement  first  proposed  are 
those  to  be  performed  by  himself  and  in  these  words:  "I 
hereby  agree  to  carry  out  the  contract  for  $60,000  (gross) 
worth  of  space  made  with  you  in  the  American  Newspaper 
Union  lists,  May  3, 1876,  by  paying  $1,000  cash  and  giving 
my  seven  notes  for  the  balance,"  &c.,  "  on  your  agreeing  to 
carry  out  the  following,"  &c.  To  the  terms  of  the  new  agree- 
ment, as  proposed  by  plaintiff,  defendants  assented,  as  the 
complaint  shows,  by  and  through  the  written  acceptance  of 
Mr.  Aikens  acting  for  them  in  the  premises.  The  $1,000 
cash  was  never  paid,  so  far  as  the  complaint  shows,  nor  is 
there  any -averment  in  the  complaint  that  the  seven  notes 
were  ever  given  as  provided.  The  complaint  does  not  allege 
any  offer  or  tender  of  either  the  cash  or  the  notes. 

The  original  contract  was  for  $50,000,  but  the  payments 
made  on  account  of  it  aggregate  only  $14,790.19,  and,  as  the 
complaint  indicates,  this  was  all  paid  by  plaintiff  in  advance 
and  before  the  supplemental  agreement. 

Plaintiff  bases  his  action  upon  an  alleged  refusal  by  defend- 
ants to  perform  their  part  of  the  agreement.  The  only  assign- 
ment of  breach  in  the  complaint  is  as  follows :  (1.)  '^  The  said 
defendants  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  refused  further  to 
^  print,"  &o.  (2.)  '^And  did  then  and  there  notify  the  plaintiff 
of  such  refusal"  (3.)  ^'  That  defendants  did  then  and  there 
break  the  said  agreements."  (4.)  ^^  Defendants  then  and 
there  admitting  that  they  had  not  kept  but  had  broken  the 
said  agreement." 

The  relief  demanded  is  $50,000  as  damages.    The  allega- 
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tions  of  damages  are,  in  general  langoage,  as  follows :  ^^  That 
bj  reason  of  the  wrongful  and  fraudulent  conduct  of  the 
defendants  in  the  premises,  their  violation  and  breach  of  their 
said  agreements  and  undertakings  with  this  plaintiff  the  pkin- 
tiff  has  sustained  damages  to  the  amount  of  fifty  thousand 
doUars  ($50,000)." 

Defendants  demur  to  the  complaint  on  the  groxmd  of  insuf- 
ficiency ;  that  the  complaint  has  been  amended  since  the 
demurrer  of  March,  1879,  and  that  the  present  amended 
complaint  differs  from  it  in  that  a  paper  at  first  set  forth  only 
in  part  is  now  set  forth  in  full  the  plaintiff  concedes ;  that 
such  paper  is  the  supplemental  agreement  upon  which  plain- 
tiff bases  his  action  is  apparent  from  the  present  amended 
complaint;  that  a  portion  of  the  supplemental  agreement 
omitted  in  the  first  amended  complaint  and  inserted  in  the 
second  amended  complaint  is  the  identical  precedent  condi- 
tion upon  which  defendants  make  their  first  point  is  obvious 
from  reference  thereto. 

The  first  amended  complaint  differs  from  the  second 
amended  complaint  in  other  respects  to  a  large  extent. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer, 

Ckomncey  B.  Ripley^  attorney  for  George  P.  Eowell. 

Edwwrd  C.  Rvpley^  attorney  for  The  New  York  News- 
paper Union  and  others. 

Joseph  S.  Auerbach^  attorney  for  defendants  Cramer. 

John  K.  PorteTy  of  counsel,  for  all  the  defendants,  urged : 
I.  There  is  no  averment  in  the  complaint  that  plaintiff  paid 
the  money  and  gave  the  notes  required  by  the  supplemental 
agreement  of  August  1,  1876.  The  absence  of  such  aver- 
ment is  fatal  to  the  supposed  cause  of  action.  The  paying  of 
such  money  and  the  giving  of  such  notes  constituted  a  con- 
dition precedent,  to  be  performed  by  plaintiff  before  any  obli- 
^tion  arose  in  his  favor.     Performance  on  his  own  part  not 
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appearing  affinnativelj  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  it  dis- 
closes no  cause  of  action  and  is  bad  on  demurrer  for  want  of 
substance  {Dvmham  agt.  Pettee^  8  If,  Y,^  608 ;  Yan  Schaick 
agt.  Wirme^  16  Barb.^  p.  94). 

n.  The  allegation  of  readiness  and  willingness  to  perform 
does  not  cure  the  defect.  A  further  averment  of  an  offer  or 
tender  of  performance  is  requisite,  otherwise  the  pleading  is 
insufficient  and  bad  on  demurrer.  (1.)  This  is  so  upon  prin- 
ciple, for  however  ready  and  willing  plaintilBE  may  have  been 
to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement  it  could  in  no  way  affect 
defendants  to  their  prejudice  unless  such  readiness  and  willing- 
ness were  made  known  to  them  by  an  offer  of  performance. 
For  aught  that  appears  defendants  were  wholly  ignorant  of 
such  r^iness  and  willingness.  (2.)  It  is  so,  too,  by  author- 
ity ;  it  has  been  expressly  adjudicated  that  an  averment  that 
a  party  was  ready  and  willing  is  not  enough,  even  though 
performance  was  not  required  of  him.  It  must  be  shown  that 
an  offer  had  been  made  or  the  complaint  is  demurrable  (  Vcm 
Schmck  agt.  Wimie^  16  Barh.yp.  94;  Mclntyre  agt  Cla/rk^ 
7  Wmd.,  330). 

m.  No  damage  is  shown  by  averment  of  facts ;  nothing 
but  legal  conclusions.  A  pleading  is  ill  on  demurrer,  when 
founded  on  a  claim  for  damages,  if  it  avers  nothing  but  the 
pleader's  own  inferences  and  conclusions.  (1.)  Such  vague 
generalities  as  ^'  has  been  greatly  damaged "  '^  has  sustained 
damages  to  the  amount  of,"  &c.,  are  not  issuable  matter  but 
conclusions  of  law  merely.  They  do  not  enable  the  court  to 
say  that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  damage  {AUen  agt.  Gould^ 
1  Wend.j  182).  (2.)  Facts  must  be  pleaded  from  which  dam- 
ages may  appear  to  have  arisen,  such  as,  for  example,  that  the 
work  was  not  done ;  that  some  specific  customer  neglected  to 
pay ;  that  certain  business  was  lost.  The  averments  of  the 
complaint  involve  no  question  of  fact  {Vcm  Schaick  agt. 
WmnSj  16  Barh.^p.  95). 

lY.  There  is  no  assignment  of  breach  such  as  good  plead- 
ing requires,  the  complaint,  therefore,  is  fatally  defective  in 
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that  respect.    (1.)  A  good  assignment  of  breach  is  essefttial 
on  demurrer  {ComyrCB  Dig.^  Pleader^  C,  44).    The  breach 
must  distinctly  appear  by  express  words  or  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, and  the  facts  must  justify  it  {Schenck  agt.  Naylor^  2 
Ihier^  675).    (2.)  The  averment  "that  defendants  did  then 
and  there  break  the  said  agreements "  is  no  assignment  of 
breach  under  the  rules  of  pleading.    A  denial  of  it  would 
raise  no  issue ;  it  admits  of  no  evidence ;  it  would  not  support 
a  verdict  or  a  judgment ;  it  is  a  conclusion  of  law,  a  mere 
nullity  (  Van  Schaick  agt.  Wvivne^  svpra^  p.  95).    (3.)  So  the 
averment,  "defendants  then  and  there  admitting  that  they 
had  not  kept  but  had  broken  their  said  agreement "  is  matter 
merely  evidentiary  and  insufficient  on  demurrer  {Mills  agt. 
Ootddy  1  Ahb.  If.  Cos.,  97).    "  The  issuable  facts  in  a  legal 
action,  and  the  facts  material  to  relief  in  an  equitable  suit, 
should  be  stated  to  the  complete  exclusion  of  the  law  and  the 
evidence  {Pomeroy^s  Pems.j  p.  656,  $eo.  529 ;  id.y  sees.  526, 
527;  JSt6ph.  on  PI,  310).    (4.)  The  refusal  alleged  is  not 
operative  as  a  breach  for  the  several  independent  reasons  fol- 
lowing :  Jptrst,  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  any  work  was 
due  when  the  refusal  was  uttered,  that  the  time  for  perform- 
ance had  actually  arrived.    To  render  a  refusal  effectual  as  a 
breach  the  time  must  actually  have  arrived  and  passed  so  that 
there  remains  no  locvs  penitentim.    It  is  only  when  the  day 
for  performance  has  passed  that  an  action  can  be  maintained 
in  our  state.    Until  this  happens  no  legal  right  has  been  vio- 
lated ;  such  is  the  well-established  rule  {Traver  agt.  Halstead, 
23  Wend.,  70  [71] ;  MiJU  agt.  0(mLd,  1  AVb.  N.  Cos.,  p.  97). 
Second.  It  must  be  shown  that  something  was  actually  with- 
held, that  there  was  damage  {Id.).     Third.  It  does  not  appear 
affirmatively,  as  the  cases  require,  that  the  refusal  was  addressed 
to  anyone  who  had  a  right  to  demand  or  accept  performance. 
It  should  appear,  upon  the  face  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint, 
that  the  refusal  was  addressed  to  plaintiff  or  to  his  authorized 
representative,  otherwise  it  was  a  nullity  and  the  cases  so  hold 
{Traver  agt.  HaUtead,  23  Wend.,  p.  70;  MiUs  agt.  Gould,  1 
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Ahh.  N.  Cas.^  97).  The  breach  of  a  contract,  like  the  con- 
tract itself,  must  be  inter  paHes ;  a  stranger  cannot  participate 
{Pars,  on  Conts.^  vol.  1  \bih  ed.\  p.  8).  JFourth,  The  aver- 
ment that  plaintiff  was  notified  of  such  refusal  is  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  refusal  itself  was.  addressed  to  some  person 
other  than  the  plaintiff  {Traver  agt.  JSahtead,  23  Wend.yjop. 
69,  70).  Fifik.  If  the  refusal  itself  was  a  nullity  it  follows 
necessarily  that  any  notice  of  it  must  be  without  legal  force 
for  a  nullity  furnishes  no  basis  for  any  legal  proceeding 
{McNtmiara  on  NuUitiea^  p.  6  [1]). 

Y.  lies  adjttdicata  has  no  proper  application.  Defendants 
are  not  concluded  by  the  decision  referred  to,  because  it 
appears  affirmatively  that  the  complaint  now  demurred  to  is 
amended  by  the  insertion  of  a  precedent  condition  not  con- 
tained in  the  former  pleading ;  and  the  first  point  taken  is 
that  there  is  no  averment  of  performance  of  that  condition 
by  plaintiff.  The  fact  that  plaintiff  was  to  perform  the  con- 
dition referred  to  was  not  present  in  the  complaint  upon 
which  the  order  of  March,  1879,  was  made.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  points  now  raised  are  the  same  points  raised 
on  the  previous  demurrer.  (1.)  The  doctrine  of  res  adjudi- 
eata  applies  only  to  a  judgment  already  pronounced  on  the 
same  facts.  A  party  is  concluded  by  a  former  adjudication 
only  as  to  the  points  covered  by  the  former  decision.  If  the 
facts  passed  upon  by  the  former  judgment  differ,  res  adjvM- 
cata  has  no  application  {Godda/rd  agt.  Benson^  15  Ahb.  Pr., 
191).  (2.)  To  render  a  former  adjudication  a  bar  it  must 
appear  affirmatively  that  such  adjudication  was  between  the 
same  parties  as  well  as  upon  the  same  subject-matter.  So 
held  on  demurrer  {Goddard  agt.  Benson^  supra). 

VI.  The  assertion  in  plaintiff's  second  point  that  "  the  com- 
plaint states  a  good  cause  of  action  —  that  no  better  cause  of 
action  than  this  could  possibly  be  stated  "  is  simply  the  ipse 
dixit  of  counsel,  and  avails  nothing.  (1.)  As  to  the  agree- 
ment alleged  to  have  been  made  between  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, the  last,  '^the  further,  other  and  supplemental  agree- 
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ment "  —  the  new  agFeement  supersedes  and  controls :  ^^  the 
terms  of  which  are  stated,"  as  follows :  "  I  hereby  agree  to 
carry  ont  the  contract  for  $50,000  (gross)  worth  of  space  made 
with  yon,"  &c,  "  by  x>&ying  one  thousand  dollars  cash,  and 
giving  my  seven  notes  for  the  balance,"  &c.  (2.)  "  That  the 
plaintiff  paid  in  advance,"  &c.,  *  *  *  "in  the 
aggregate,  the  sum  of  $14,790.19  is,  in  the  absence  of  an 
affirmative  showing  that  more  was  paid,  is  conclusive  that 
payment  of  the  sum  of  $50,000  was  not  made.  Besides,  this 
was  paid  in  advance ;  but  the  $1,000  was  to  be  paid  on  mak- 
ing the  new  agreement,  and  the  balance,  $10,000,  in  seven 
notes.  (3.)  It  does  not  appear  that  the  $1,000  cash  was  any 
part  of  the  $14,790.19,  but  by  necessary  implication  it  could 
not  have  been.  So  of  the  $10,000  in  seven  notes.  How  can 
it  be  maintained  that  plaintiff  performed  his  part  ?  (4.)  The 
assertion  that  defendants  "  suddenly  stopped,"  after  perform- 
ing the  agreement  in  part,  is  unfounded-  On  the  contrary, 
there  is  no  allegation  that  they  ever  stopped  at  all  —  only  that 
they  refused,  without  alleging  that  their  refusal  was  addressed 
to  any  person  certain.  (5.)  Plaintiff  has  not  shown  perform- 
ance on  his  own  part,  nor*  tender  of  performance ;  nor  has  he 
pleaded  any  waiver  or  other  excuse.  (6.)  Part  performance 
is  not  available  to  plaintiff  as  an  excuse ;  it  would  not  be  if 
pleaded ;  but  it  is  not  so  pleaded ;  the  matter  relating  to  that 
subject  being  merely  evidentiary.  It  has  been  distinctly  and 
repeatedly  held  that  part  payment  or  other  partial  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  a  contract  does  not  operate  as  a  waiver  or 
excuse  for  the  non-performance  of  a  condition  precedent 
{Haden  agt  Colema/n,^  42  N.  T.  Swperwr  Cov/rt  Hep.j  266; 
Bwrton  agt.  Hermarm^  11  AJtib.  \N.  51],  378). 

In  opposition, 

William  IT.  CPThjoyer  and  Scloman  Hcmfard^  for  plaintiff. 

I.  The  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  this  complaint  is  res 
adfttdioata, 

II.  The  complaint  states  a  good  cause  of  action. 
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Beac9,  e/. — The  material  amendments  of  the  complaint 
relieve  the  question  from  being  res  a^udioata  by  the  former 
decision,  which  appears  to  have  been  made  upon  a  pleading  in 
some  respects  essentially  different. 

The  objection,  based  npon  the  absence  of  an  averment  of 
the  performance  of  the  condition  precedent,  is  well  taken. 
Upon  the  acceptance,  by  defendant,  of  the  plaintiff's  proposal, 
the  plaintiff  was  required  to  pay  the  sum  named  and  give  the 
notes.  There  is  no  allegation,  either  of  this  having  been  done, 
or  of  a  tender,  or  of  any  acts  of  the  parties  establishing  a 
waiver. 

The  second  point  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
would  be  unanswerable,  if  the  action  was  brought  for  the  vio- 
lation of  the  agreement  therein  stated.  But  it  is  founded 
npon  the  contract  set  forth  in  the  complaint  which  is  quite 
different  in  calling  for  the  cash  payment  and  notes  immedi- 
ately upon  the  acceptance  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff's 
proposition.  In  view  of  this  conclusion  the  other  points  have 
not  been  examined. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to 
amend  upon  payment  of  costs. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
William  Babtbls  agt.  Thomas  Ounningham. 

i89ued  ogcunH  a  dty  marshal  an  dMriet  court  judgment  ~  to  whom 

toberetumed. 


An  ezecation  lasaed  against  a  city  marahal  on  a  district  court  Judgment, 
a  transcript  of  which  has  been  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  must  be 
returned  by  the  sheriff  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  and 
not  the  clerk  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 

Sfpecicil  Temij  JtmSy  1880. 
You  LIX        17 
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William  Babtbls  recovered  a  judgment  of  $119.90agam8t 
Thomas  Cnnniiigliam,  a  dtj  marshal,  in  the  first  judicial  dis- 
trict, for  an  nnlawful  levy.  Transcript  of  the  judgment  was 
filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office ;  an  execution  was  issued  to 
the  sheriff  on  the  judgment  out  of  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
and  made  returnable  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas.  The  sheriff  returned  the  execution  to  the  county  clerk 
instead  of  the  clerk  of  the  common  pleas,  and  refused  to 
return  the  same  as  he  was  required,  claiming  that  under  the 
new  Code  all  executions  issued  out  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  on  district  court  judgments  are  returned  to  the  county 
clerk.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  made  a  motion  to  compel  the 
sheriff  to  return  the  execution  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  of 
common  pleas. 

Oeorge  H.  Rrackt^  for  motion. 

Malcolm,  Orahcmi^  for  sheriff,  opposed. 

Yak  Hobsen,  J.  —  The  bonds  of  city  marshals  are  filed 
with  the  court  of  common  pleas.  Where  a  judgment  is 
recovered  against  a  marshal  and  his  sureties  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  derk  to  indorse  on  the  marshal's  bond  a  memorandum  of 
the  amount,  and  to  credit  each  surety  with  the  amount  paid 
on  account  of  such  judgment  When  the  amount  of  judg- 
ments recovered  against  a  marshal  and  his  sureties  is  equal  to 
the  amount  of  his  bond  it  is  the  duty  of  the  derk  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas  to  notify  the  mayor  of  the  fact  that  the  mar- 
shal may  be  removed,  or  at  least  suspended,  if  he  does  not 
then,  on  being  requested,  file  a  new  bond.  These  duties  are 
devolved  upon  the  clerk  of  the  court,  and  it  is  necessary  for 
thdr  performance  that  he  should  have  possession  of  the  docu- 
ments which  show  whether  or  not  a  marshal  should  be 
required  to  furnish  a  new  bond.  These  considerations  led  to 
the  enactment  of  the  act  known  as  chapter  484,  Laws  of  1862, 
which  provides  a  system,  complete  in  itself,  adapted  espedally 
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to  the  city  of  New  York,  and  intended  for  the  security  of 
suitors  in  district  courts  of  the  city.  The  act  of  1862  is  a  local 
act,  passed  for  a  particular  puipoee,  and,  therefore,  was  not 
repealed  by  the  general  language  of  section  1867,  Oode  of 
Civil  Procedure,  which  contains  no  evidence  of  an  intent  to 
abrogate  it.  The  rule  applicable  to  the  construction  of  stat- 
utes under  consideration  is  stated  by  the  court  of  appeals,  In 
the  Matter  of  the  Commnssioners  of  Central  Park  (60  JV.  Y.^ 
497),  and  in  The  People  agt.  Quigg  (69  N.  F.,  88).  It  is 
this :  ^^A  special  and  local  statute  providing  for  a  particular 
class  of  cases  is  not  partially  repealed  or  amended  in  some  of 
its  provisions  by  a  statute  general  in  its  terms,  provisions  and 
applications,  unless  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  repeal 
or  alter  the  particular  law  is  manifested,  although  the  terms 
of  the  general  act  would,  taken  strictly  and  but  for  the  special 
law,  include  the  case  provided  for  by  it,"  . 

The  execution  should  be  returned  to  the  clerk  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas. 


SUPREME  OOUBT. 

AOIITXS  BOBERTBOK  BoUdOAULT  agt   DlON   BoUOIOAlTLT. 

Asrreiit^in  action  for  dkoree  brought  by  wife  agtUnst  huAa/nd—riBhem 
oBoued — appUeaUon  for,  may  ho  made  to  judge  out  of  court  in  firti  judi- 
cial diiMct--  Code  of  Oiml  Procedure,  seeHom  149,  550,  575,  768,  770, 

Siibdivisioii  4  of  section  550  of  the  Code  of  OivU  Procedure,  was  intended 
and  is  a  substitute  for  the  writ  of  ne  egeeat. 

Where,  in  a  suit  by  the  wife  against  her  husband,  for  a  divorce,  theplain- 
tiff  shows  Ithat  the  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from  the  state,  with  no 
present  intention  of  returning,  except,  possibly,  to  pass  through  it,  and 
that  he  is  to  sail  for  Europe  within  a  month,  to  be  gone  indefinitely: 

MM,  that,  a  case  is  made  out  in  which  an  order  of  arrest  may  lawful^ 
issue.  As  the  Judgment  may  require  the  performance  of  an  act,  the 
neglect  or  refusal  to  perform  which  would  be  pimishable  by  the  court  as 
a  contempt,  the  case  is  brought  within  subdivision  4  of  section  550  ot 
the  Code  of  CivU  Procedure. 
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Under  section  770  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  in  the  first  Judicial 
district,  a  motion,  which  elsewhere  must  be  made  in  court,  may  be 
made  to  a  Judge  out  of  court,  except  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  merits. 

An  application  for  an  order  of  arrest  may  be  lawfully  made  to,  and  prop- 
erly granted  by,  a  Justice  out  of  court  in  the  first  judicial  district. 

Any  application  which  elsewhere  may  be  made  in  court,  may  here  be 
made  at  any  time  to  a  Judge  out  of  court. 

An  order  of  arrest  is  not  irregular  which  prescribes  the  form  of  under- 
taking as  directed  in  subdivision  ,1  of  section  575  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure. 

A  defendant's  right  to  the  Jail  liberties  under  section  149,  is  not  in  the  least 
affected  by  such  direction.  If  the  defendant  does  not  desire  to  give  the 
bail  required  by  the  order  to  effect  his  discharge,  he  has  a  perfect  right 
to  offer  the  limit  bond  imder  section  149,  and  the  sheriff  would  be 
bound  to  accept  it. 

Firet  Departmevit^  Oeneral  Termy  May^  1880. 

Appeal  from  judge  Donohub'b  order  denying  defendant's 
motion  in  the  divorce  snit  brought  by  plaintiff  against  defend- 
ant to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest  previously  granted  by  him, 
under  subdivision  4  of  section  550  of  the  Code  of  Oivil 
Procedure. 

Oeorge  BUsSj  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 

RicJio/rd  G^Oormam  and  A.  J,  Dittenhoeferj  for  defendant 
and  appellant. 

Babrett,  J.  —  The  order  of  arrest  was  not  irregular  in 
prescribing  the  form  of  undertaking ;  that  direction  might 
have  been  stricken  out  or  disregarded  as  surplusage.  But  as 
the  order  in  that  respect  strictly  follows  subdivision  1  of  sec- 
tion 675  of  the  Code  of  Oivil  Procedure  the  defendant  was 
not  prejudiced.  If  the  direction  had  been  omitted,  the  sheriff 
would  have  been  required  by  law  to  take  an  undertaking  in 
precisely  the  same  form.  It  was  quite  proper  to  furnish  the 
officer  with  this  specific  guidance,  rather  than  require  him  to 
gather  the  proper  form  ^rom  the  papers.    The  defendant's 
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right  to  the  jail  liberties  under  eection  149  was  not  in  the  least 
affected  by  the  direction  in  question.  If  defendant  did  not 
desire  to  give  the  bail  required  by  the  order  to  effect  his  dis- 
charge, he  had  a  perfect  right  to  offer  the  limit  bond  under 
section  149,  and  the  sheriff  would  have  been  bound  to  accept 
it.  Nor  is  the  point  well  taken  that  the  order  of  arrest  was 
granted  by  Mr.  justice  Donohub  after  the  adjournment  for 
the  day  of  the  special  term,  at  chambers.  The  objection  is 
not  spediied  in  the  order  to  show  cause,  nor  is  there  any  proof 
that  the  order  of  arrest,  which  purports  to  have  been  made  by 
the  court,  was  not  in  fact  so  made.  For  aught  that  appears, 
Mr.  justice  Donohtje  was  holding  the  special  term  for  the 
trial  of  equity  causes.  Certainly  the  verity  of  the  order  can- 
not be  impugned  by  loose  statements  made  upon  information 
and  belief.  But,  further,  it  is  provided  by  section  770  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (following  subdivision  2  of  section 
401  of  the  old  Code)  that  in  the  first  judicial  district  a  motion, 
which,  elsewhere  must  be  made  in  court,  may  be  made*  to  a 
judge  out  of  court,  except  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  merits. 
Under  section  768,  an  application  for  an  order  is  a  motion. 
The  present  application  was,  therefore,  lawfully  made  to,  and 
properly  granted  by,  a  justice  out  of  court  (JDisbrow  agt.  Fol- 
gefy  ?  Ahbotfs  Pr.  R.^  68 ;  I/mber  agt.  Mayor^  id.j  825). 
There  is  nothing  in  the  suggestion  that  the  effect  of  section 
770  was  merely  to  authorize  judges  to  grant  court  orders  dur- 
ing the  actual  session  of  the  court  as  auxiliaries  or  aids  thereto* 
The  object,  undoubtedly,  was  to  provide  for  the  great  pressure 
of  ex  parte  business  in  this  city  and  the  emergencies  which  are 
constantly  arising.  To  limit  the  application  of  the  section  to  the 
hours  when  the  chambers  special  term  is  actually  in  session, 
would  be  very  largely  to  nullify  the  useful  purpose  sought  to  be 
attained.  When  the  court  is  in  session,  the  justice  presiding 
can  generally  pass  upon  all  the  applications  without  assistance. 
It  is  during  the  hours  of  recess  or  adjournment  that  the  exi- 
gencies contemplated  and  provided  for  most  frequently  arise 
There  is  no  such  limitation  as  that  contended  for  to  be  found 
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in  the  letter  of  the  section ;  clearly  none  in  the  spirit  or  pur- 
pose. tTnder  the  broad  language  nsed,  we  think  that  any 
application  which  elsewhere  may  be  made  in  court  may  here 
be  made  at  any  time  to  a  judge  out  of  court.  Next  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  case  at  bar  is  not  one  in  which  an  order  of 
arrest  could  lawfully  issue,  for  the  reason  that  the  judgment 
will  not  require  the  performance  of  an  act  the  neglect  or 
refusal  to  perform  which  would  be  punishable  by  the  court 
as  a  contempt,  and  that,  consequently,  the  case  is  not  brought 
within  subdivision  4  of  section  550  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. This  subdivision,  Mr.  Troop  says,  in  his  notes,  was 
intended  as  a  substitute  for  the  writ  of  ne  exeat.  That  writ,  it 
was  well  settled,  would  issue  in  such  case  as  the  present 
{DerUon  agt.  Denton^  1  Johnson  Chanoery^  441 ;  Forreat  agt. 
Forrest^  10  B<MrK^  46 ;  Bushnell  agt  Bushnellj  15  Ba/rb.y 
399).  The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  codifier  has 
frustrated  his  own  intention.  We  think  not.  The  court  may 
ultimately,  in  this  action,  render  a  judgment  requiring  the 
defendant  to  perform  an  act  the  neglect  or  refusal  to  perform 
which  would  be  punishable  as  a  contempt.  At  all  events  it 
caimot,  with  certainty,  be  asserted  that  the  judgment  will  not, 
and  that  lawfully,  require  the  performance  of  such  an  act. 
The  defendant  may  be  enjoined  from  interfering  with  the 
plaintiff's  custody  and  control  of  the  children,  or,  under  other 
circumstances,  he  may  be  required  to  transfer  and  deliver 
them  into  her  custody  and  control.  He  may  also  be  required 
to  give  reasonable  security  for  the  maintenance  of  his  children 
and  for  any  allowances  awarded  to  his  wife  (3  B.  S.y  Banh? 
ed.y  159,  eec.  74).  It  is  true  that,  in  default,  his  personal 
property  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estate  may  be 
sequestrated ;  but  that  provision  of  the  statute  is  partially  ad- 
ditional to,  and  does  not  exclude,  the  ordinary  remedy  by 
attachment.  If,  then,  the  defendant,  having  the  ability,  is 
required  by  the  final  judgment  to  furnish  reasonable  security 
and  neglects  or  refuses  to  perform  the  act  of  giving  it,  he 
may  b^  punished  by  the   court  as  for  a  contempt.  .  The 
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requirement  would  be  ^^  a  lawf nl  mandate/'  and  the  neglect 
or  refusal  to  comply  wonld  be  "disobedience  thereto."  The 
case  would  thus  be  brought  within  section  14,  subdivision  3 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  The  case  of  Park  agt.  Park^ 
decided  by  the  court  of  appeals  on  the  24th  of  February, 
1880,  seems  to  be  directly  in  point,  and  fully  supports  the 
views  above  expressed.  It  even  goes  further,  and  substan- 
tially overrules  Lansing  agt.  Lamsmg  (4  Lansmg^  S7T). '  "  The 
position,"  said  Mr.  justice  Millbb,  "that  payment  of  the 
costs  and  alimony  cannot  be  enforced  by  proceedings  for  con- 
tempt is  sufficiently  answered  in  the  opinion  of  the  general 
term,  with  which  we  concur,  and  does  not  require  discussion." 
The  opinion  of  the  general  term  was  delivered  by  Learned, 
P.  J.,  and  Lansing  agt.  Lansing  was  there  distinctly  referred 
to  and  criticised.  Finally,  the  plaintiff  makes  a  sufficient 
ease  for  the  order.  She  shows  that  the  defendant  is  about  to 
depart  from  the  state,  with  no  present  intention  of  returning, 
except,  possibly,  to  pass  through  it,  and  that  he  is  to  sail  for 
Europe  within  a  month,  to  be  gone  indefinitely.  Although 
the  defendant  moved  to  vacate  upon  an  affidavit  of  his  own, 
he  made  no  denial  of  these  charges.  They  would  have  been 
sufficient  to  justify  a  ne  exeat  {Caseshefore  died  and  18  Ves.^ 
353).  Coupled  with  the  plaintifPs  undenied  averment,  they 
certainly  make  out  a  prima  fade  case  of  danger  that  by 
reason  of  such  departure  the  judgment  requiring  performance 
of  some  of  the  acts  suggested  will  be  rendered  inejSectuaL 
The  order  appealed  from  should,  therefore,  be  affirmed,  with 
ten  dollars  costs  and  the  disbursements  of  the  appeal. 
Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Daihbls,  J.,  concurred. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Matter  of  application  of  Andrew  L.  Bobebts  for  di8cbai]ge 
from  imprisonment  nnder  execution  at  the  suit  of  Thb 
New  Yosk  OuABAin:Y  and  Indsmnttt  Coiipant. 

JHnhafrgt  from  trnpriaanmerU—  Meaning  of  **jtut  and  fair  "  —  Whan  dia- 
eharge  tHll  be  denied  — 2  Bevieed  /^attUee,  chapter  6,  article  l—fM 
a^lfudieata. 

Under  the  proyiflioiis  of  the  act  providing  for  the  discharge  of  imprisoneil 
debtors  where  the  proceedings  are  had  under  article  6,  chapter  5,  parts, 
title  1  of  the  Revised  Statutes: 

HM,  that  the  proceedings  of  the  debtor  are  not "  just  and  fair  "  where  he 
has  removed  his  own  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  own  creditors 
or  to  benefit  himself  or  his  own  family,  although  neither  he  nor  his 
family  have  been  benefited  by  the  act — his  creditors  nevertheless 
having  been  deprived  of  the  property. 

Beld,  also,  that  where  the  debtor  has  procured  from  the  creditor,  at  whose 
suit  he  is  imprisoned,  property  by  fraud,  even  if  he  has  spent  the  pro- 
ceeds in  any  way  that  would  be  unobjectionable  if  they  were  his  own, 
and  if  by  loss  or  accident  he  is  deprived  of  them,  his  proceedings  are 
not '*Just  and  fair." 

Eeld,  further,  that  where  the  debtor  has  combined  or  united  with  others 
to  fraudulently  obtain  the  property  of  the  creditor  at  whose  suit  he  is 
imprisoned,  even  if  such  others  got  the  proceeds  of  the  fraud  and  he 
got  none,  his  proceedings  are  not '  *^ust  and  fair  "  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  prisoner,  while  legally  liable  for  the  debt  or 
the  damage  growing  out  of  the  fraud  or  tort,  wss  yet  innocent  of  a  guilty 
intent,  and  either  received  none  of  its  fruits,  or  properly  accounts  for 
what  he  got,  the  tort  in  question  would  be  no  bar  to  his  discharge. 

In  this  case  if  the  judgment  against  the  prisoner  is  conclusive  that  he  had 
knowledge  of  the  fraud  by  which  the  money  was  procured  from  the 
plaintiff,  it  would  be  indisputable  evidence  that  the  debtor's  proceed- 
ings have  not  been  "Just  and  fair,"  and  would  be  fatal  to  this  applica- 
cation  for  his  discharge.  Whether  the  Judgment  is  conclusive  or  not 
as  to  that  fact  depends  on  whether  such  a  finding  was  indispensable  to 
plaintifTs  recovery. 

If  the  judgment  does  not  necessarily  involve  a  finding  that  he  had  a 
fraudulent  intent  or  guilty  knowledge,  the  question  is  an  open  one  and 
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may  be  tried  in  this  proceeding ;  if  otherwise,  then  having  been  once 
litigated  and  determined  between  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  it  cannot 
be  retried,  but  he  is  bound  by  it  no  matter  how  onerous  the  conse- 
quences may  be. 

An  adjudication  in  proceedings  under  the  fifth  article  of  chapter  5,  part  2, 
title  1  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  is  conclusive  upon  any  question  that  is 
determined,  which  subsequently  arises  under  the  sixth  article  of  the 
same  chapter. 

The  principle  of  the  rule  as  to  tm  aelfudieata  (except  in  cases  of  mere 
motions  incidental  to  an  action)  has  no  reference  to  the  form  or  the 
object  of  the  litigation  in  which  the  particular  fact  ia  determined  which 
18  thenceforth  to  be  deemed  established  as  between  the  parties  to  the 
dispute.  The  form  or  object  of  the  prior  litigation  does  not  alter  the 
conclusive  effect  of  the  Judgment  or  decision. 

Special  Temij  Jvms^  1878. 

* 

J.  F.  Daly,  J, —  These  proceedings  are  had  under  article  6, 
chapter  5,  part  2,  title  l.of  the  Reyised  Statutes.  The  execu- 
tion under  which  defendant  is  imprisoned  was  issued  Decem- 
ber 16,  1877,  upon  a  judgment  recovered  January  6, 1877,  for 
$91,015.85,  in  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  wherein  the  New 
York  Guaranty  and  Indemnity  Company  were  plaintifb  and 
Andrew  L,  Boberts,  Lydia  J.  Roberts,  Valentine  Gleason, 
Amelia  A.  Gleason  and  Horace  S.  Oorp  were  defendants. 
The  moneys  so  had  and  received  from  the  plaintiff  were 
obtained  upon  the  pretended  security  of  forged  bonds  of  the 
Buffalo,  New  York  and  Erie  Railroad  Company  in  June,  July 
and  August,  1873,  which  it  was  alleged  were  knowingly 
uttered  for  the  purpose.  An  order  of  arrest  in  the  action  for 
the  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt  was  issued  against  Roberts 
holding  him  to  bail  in  $85,000,  and  has  never  been  vacated. 

Objection  to  the  discharge  of  Roberts  from  imprisonment 
is  made  (among  other  grounds)  because  the  judgment  and 
order  of  arrest  are,  it  is  argued,  conclusive  evidence  against 
him  that  "his  proceedings  are  not  just  and  fair"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  sixth  and  eighth  sections  of  the  statute  under 
which  he  applied  for  his  discharge.  As  the  determination  of* 
Vol.  LIX         18 
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this  question  against  the  prisoner  would  render  further  effort 
on  his  part  to  obtain  a  discharge  ineffectual  unless  the  decisions 
were  reversed,  I  have  deeinsd  it  proper  to  examine  the  point 
preliminarily. 

It  is  urged  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  statute,  when  it  requires 
the  court  to  determine  whether  the  prisoner's  proceedings  are 
just  and  fair  and  to  grant  a  discharge  or  withhold  it  as  that 
question  is  decided  in  his  favor  or  not,  does  not  refer  merely 
to  the  proceedings  in  court  under  the  statute,  the  correctness 
of  his  petition,  schedule  and  account  and  the  truth  of  his  oath 
^^  that  he  has  not  at  any  time  or  in  any  manner  disposed  of  or 
made  over  any  part  of  his  property  with  a  view  to  the  future 
benefit  of  himself  or  his  family,  or  with  an  intent  to  injure 
or  defraud  any  of  his  creditors  "  {section  5  of  article  6),  but 
that  the  terms  ^^just  and  fair"  involve  a  more  extended 
inquiry,  it  being,  as  it  is  urged,  repugnant  to  a  sense  of  justice 
to  adjudge  the  prisoner's  proceedings  just  and  fair  when  he 
has  been  already  adjudged  participant  in  a  fraud  by  which  a 
vast  sum  was  obtained  from  theplaintifib  on  forged  bonds  and 
for  which  fraud  he  is  now  imprisoned.  On  the  other  hand  it 
is  argued  that  while,  in  the  broad  sense  of  the  terms,  no  man's 
proceedings,  generally,  can  be  just  and  fair  if  he  had  been 
convicted  of  fraud,  this  might  be  equally  said  in  every  case  of 
tort,  and  the  judgment  in  every  case  would  be  a  bar  to  a  dis- 
charge from  imprisonment  upon  execution  under  it,  a  conse- 
quence evidently  not  contemplated  by  the  statute ;  that  if  a 
prisoner  be  held  for  a  judgment  obtained  against  him  for  his 
fraud,  it  is  enough  to  inquire  what  has  become  of  the  money 
or  property  fraudulently  obtained,  and  that  the  utmost  severity 
in  such  a  case  requires  only  that  he  be  imprisoned  until  he 
has  made  good  or  restored  what  he  got ;  that  justice  equally 
requires  that  the  judgment  should  be  no  bar  to  his  discharge 
if  it  appear  that  he  never  benefited  by  the  fraud  for  which 
it  was  obtained;  that  the  question  whether  any  of  the  spoil 
fell  to  him,  if  not  necessarily  involved  and  decided  in  the 
judgment,  may  be  inquired  into  in  these  proceedings  ;  and 
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that  even  if  the  evidenoe  disdosed  that  he  shared  inthefmits 
of  the  fraud  he  can  only  be  required  to  account  for  the  dis- 
position of  them. 

In  the  case  of  WcOsm  (2  E,  D.  S.^  429)  it  was  held  that 
the  prisoner's  proceedings  were  not  jnst  and  fair,  because  he 
had  removed  his  property  from  the  state  and  disposed  of  it 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  Watson  and  his  brother 
were  copartners,  and  becoming  hopelessly  insolvent  fled  to 
California  with  $8,500,  which  they  spent,  and  were  unable  to 
account  for  satisfactorily.  The  decision  in  that  case  estal>- 
lished :  1.  That  in  the  investigation  sb  to  whether  the  debtor's 
proceedings  are  just  and  fair,  the  court  is  not  limited  to  any 
particular  time  or  transaction  ;  and  2,  that  a  removal  or  dispo- 
sition of  the  debtor's  property,  with  intent  to  defraud  any  of 
his  creditors,  is  a  bar  to  his  discharge,  no  matter  in  what  way 
he  has  spent  the  proceeds,  or,  even  if  he  has  lost  them  or  the 
property  by  unfortunate  speculation.  It  was  said  in  thart  case 
by  chief  justice  Daly,  that  the  statute  intends  to  distinguish 
between  the  unfortunate  and  the  fraudulent  debtor,  and  that 
the  former  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  act  and  the  latter 
should  not,  and  if  debtors  who  have  fraudulently  disposed  of 
their  property  have  nothing  wherewith  to  satisfy  their  credit- 
ors, they  must  seek  relief  from  the  legislature  and  not  from 
the  court.  It  was  said  by  judge  Woodbujt,  in  the  same  case, 
that  where  the  absconding  debtor  wastes  the  money  he  has 
taken,  in  profuse  expenses,  gambling  or  adventures  of  any 
kind,  including  a  large  sum  employed  in  litigation  to  prevent 
his  creditors  reaching  him,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  discharge ; 
that  such  a  man  is  not  the  object  of  that  protection  and  reUef 
the  statute  has  provided  for  an  unfortunate  but  honest  debtor ; 
that  the  case  would  be  the  same  if  the  money  fraudulently 
removed  had  been  used  in  living  or  lost  by  unforeseen  or 
inevitable  calamity,  or  even  used  by  the  debtor  in  an  effort 
to  make  money  in  Oalif omia  to  pay  his  creditors,  for  the 
removal  of  the  money  or  property  was  yet  fraudulent  as  to 
them. 
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The  role  goyeming  the  question  as  to  what  proceedingB  of 
the  debtor  are  juBt  and  fair,  is  certainly  eeyere  as  the  above 
citations  show.  It  goes  the  length  of  declaring  that  if  the 
debtor,  with  intent  to  deprive  his  creditors  of  the  benefit  of 
his  property,  places  it  out  of  their  reach  and  then  loses  it  by 
misfortune,  or  the  chances  of  trade,  or  spends  it  in  providing 
necessaries  for  his  family,  he  is  barred  of  his  discharge  and 
may  be  perpetually  imprisoned.  The  terms  of  the  debtor's 
oath  to  his  petition  (above  cited)  justify  this  decision  that  the 
ofiense  lies  in  putting  the  property  out  of  his  creditors'  reach, 
not  in  the  subsequent  use  or  disposition  of  it. 

If  such  is  the  little  favor  shown  the  debtor  who  has  disposed  of 
his  (yum  property  in  order  to  defraud  his  creditors,  what  is  to  be 
said  of  the  debtor  who  has,  by  fraud,  taken  or  helped  to  take  the 
property  of  his  creditor  ?  There  is  an  immeasurable  difference 
in  the  degrees  of  offense  in  the  two  cases.  Is  the  creditor,  whose 
injury  is  that  he  has  been  deprived  of  lus  resort  to  the  debtor's 
effects  for  payment,  to  keep  the  latter  in  prison  indefinitely, 
while  the  creditor  who  has  been  robbed  outright  must  see  the 
prisoner  walk  forth  with  a  certificate  that  his  proceedings 
have  been  "  just  and  fair  ? "  To  answer  affirmatively  is  to 
convict  the  law  of  injustice  to  both  creditors  and  debtors.  It 
will  not  do  to  say  that  if  the  robber  got  any  thing  by  his 
crime  he  will  be  imprisoned  till  he  restore  it ;  it  is  not  the 
question  of  benefit  yielded  to  the  prisoner  by  the  fraud  which 
is  to  be  considered,  but  of  damage  to  the  creditor.  Is  the 
accomplice  in  a  fraud  to  say :  It  is  true  I  helped  in  the  scheme 
to  get  the  plaintiff's  money,  but  I  received  no  part  of  it?  Is 
this  an  answer  which  the  trusted  clerk  or  cashier  or  deposit- 
ary would  be  allowed  to  makeif  he  held  the  door  open  while 
others  plundered  ?  The  test  of  the  offense  is  the  intent  of 
the  debtor,  the  taking  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  the  credi- 
tor of  the  property,  and  I  can  only  see  a  graver  offense  and 
greater  bar  to  his  discharge  from  imprisonment  when  the 
property  taken  belonged  to  the  creditor  instead  of  to  the 
debtor;  and  it  seems  just  to  hold,  the  proceedings  of  the 
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debtor  not  just  and  fair  not  only  in  the  case  (l)'*of  the  removal 
of  his  own  property  with  intent  to  defrand  his  creditors  or  to 
benefit  himself  or  his  family,  although  neither  he  nor  his 
family  have  been  benefited  by  the  act — the  creditors  never- 
theless having  been  deprived  of  the  property ;  but  also  in 
cases  (2)  where  the  debtor  has  procured  from  the  creditor  at 
whose  suit  he  is  impriBoned  property,  by  fraud,  even  if  he 
has  spent  the  proceeds  in  a  way  that  would  be  unobjection- 
able if  they  were  his  own,  and  if  by  loss  or  accident  he  is 
deprived  of  them ;  and  in  cases  (3)  where  the  debtor  has  com- 
bined or  united  with  others  to  fraudulently  obtain  the  prop- 
erty of  the  creditor  at  whose  suit  he  is  imprisoned  even  if 
such  others  got  the  proceeds  of  the  fraud  and  he  got  none. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  prisoner,  while  legally  liable  for 
the  debt  or  the  damage  growing  out  of  the  fraud  or  tort,  was 
yet  innocent  of  a  guilty  mtent  and  either  received  none  of  its 
fruits  or  properly  accounts  for  what  he  got,  the  tort  in  ques- 
tion would  be  no  bar  to  his  discharge.  Such  might  be  the 
position  of  a  person  sued  for  conversion  who,  while  actually 
guilty  of  disposing  of  the  property  of  another,  may  yet  be 
ignorant  of  the  rights  he  is  invading ;  or  of  a  person  sued  for 
obtaining,  in  concert  with  others,  money  by  false  pretenses, 
may  be  liable  for  the  debt,  but  as  to  the  crime,  was  an  igno- 
rant catVpaw  used  by  the  real  conspirators. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  if  the  judgment  against  the  prisoner 
Boberts  is  conclusive  that  he  had  knowledge  of  the  fraud  by 
which  the  money  was  procured  from  the  plaintifE,  it  would  be 
indisputable  evidence  that  the  debtor's  proceedings  have  not 
been  just  and  fair,  and  would  be  fatal  to  this  application  for 
his  discharge.  Whether  the  judgment  is  conclusive  or  not  as 
to  that  fact,  depends  on  whether  such  a  finding  was  indispens- 
able to  plaintiff's  recovery,  and  this  must  be  ascertained  from 
the  pleadings.  If  the  judgment  does  not  necessarily  involve 
a  finding  that  he  had  a  fraudulent  intent  or  guilty  knowledge, 
the  question  is  an  open  one  and  may  be  tried  in  this  proceed-^ 
ing ;  if  otherwise,  then,  having  been  once  litigated  and  determ- 
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ined  between  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  it  cannot  be  retried, 
bnt  he  is  bound  bj  it  no  matter  how  oneroos  the  conseqnences 
may  be. 

A  farther  and  most  serious  objection  is  made  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  prisoner  upon  this  petition.  It  appears  from 
the  record  that  before  judgment  and  execution  in  this  action, 
and  while  defendant  was  imprisoned  upon  meane  process,  he 
applied  to  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court,  under  the  fifth 
article  of  chapter  5,  part  2,  title  1  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  in 
the  usual  form,  praying  that  his  estate  might  be  assigned  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  that  his  person  might  there- 
after be  exempted  from  arrest  or  imprisonment  by  reason  of 
any  debts  arising  upon  contracts  previously  made,  and  that  he 
be  discharged  from  imprisonment.  That  application  was 
opposed  by  the  plaintiff  herein,  and  other  creditors  of  Eoberts, 
and  was  denied  upon  the  ground  that  the  prisoner  had  made 
conveyances  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  credit- 
ors {Opinion  of  jvdge  Yak  Hobsbn,  June,  1876,  special 
term).  The  conveyances  thus  decided  to  be  fraudulent,  are 
the  same  which  are  attacked  as  fraudulent  in  this  proceeding, 
and  which  the  debtor  claims  now,  as  he  claimed  in  the  former 
proceeding,  to  be  an  honest  disposition  of  his  property.  The 
plaintiff  contends  that  th^  decision  in  the  former  proceeding 
determines  one  of  the  controlling  questions  arising  on  the 
present  application,  viz. :  Whether  the  petitioner  had,  at  any 
time  or  in  any  manner,  disposed  of  or  made  over  any  part  of 
his  property,  with  an  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors  ;  that  it 
has  been  adjudged  that  the  petitioner  has  disposed  of  the 
property  now  under  consideration  with  that  intent,  and  that 
isuch  adjudication  is  conclusive  as  between  him  and  any 
creditor  who  opposed  the  discharge  asked  for  in  the  former 
proceeding. 

The  question  whether  the  petitioner  has,  at  any  time  or  in 
any  manner,  disposed  of  any  of  his  property,  with  intent,  to 
defraud  his  creditors  is  vital  in  the  proceeding  at  bar  under 
the  sixth  article  of  the  chapter  cited  above.    This  was  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  148 

Matter  of  Roberts. 

very  point  of  the  decision  In  ike  Matter  of  Watson  (2  E. 
D.  S.J  429),  baaed  npon  the  oath  which  the  petitioner  is 
required  by  the  fifth  section  of  that  article  to  make,  and  it 
was  decided  that  if  it  should  appear  that  the  petitioner  had 
made  any  such  disposition  of  his  property  his  application 
should  be  denied.  The  imprisoned  debtor  who  applies  under 
the  fifth  article  of  the  chapter  for  exemption  from  imprison- 
ment is  required  to  make  substantially  the  same  oath  {sec.  2, 
art.  5,  chaj>.  5,  2  H.  S.\  and  if  that  oath  be  false  his  applica- 
tion must  be  denied  as  the  application  of  the  petitioner,  Kob- 
erts,  under  that  article  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  was  denied  by 
judge  Vai^  Hoeskn. 

As  the  conveyances  adjudged  fraudulent  in  the  former  pro- 
ceeding are  the  same  which  the  petitioner  now  alleges  to  be 
bona  fide  and  the  creditors  again  attack,  it  would  be  in  prin- 
ciple a  violation  of  a  well^ettled  rule  to  hold  that  the  former 
decision  is  of  no  affect,  and  to  permit  a  question  once  litigated 
and  determined  to  be  tried  over  between  the  same  parties  in 
a  different  proceeding.  The  principle  of  the  rule  as  to  res 
adjtidioaia  (except  in  cases  of  mere  motions  incidental  to  an 
action)  has  no  reference  to  the  form  or  the  object  of  the  liti- 
gation in  which  the  particular  fact  is  determined,  which  is 
thenceforth  to  be  deemed  established  as  between  the  parties 
to  the  dispute.  It  does  not  affect  the  operation  of  the  rule  as 
now  invoked  that  the  fact  that  the  petitioner  has  made  a 
fraudulent  disposition  of  his  property  was  adjudicated  in  a 
proceeding  to  obtain  a  discharge  from  imprisonment  on  mesne 
process  under  the  fifth  article  to  which  proceeding  all  his 
creditors  were  parties,  while  this  proceeding  is  designed  to 
effect  his  discharge  from  imprisonment  on  final  process  under 
the  sixth  article,  and  the  execution  plaintiff  is  alone  a  party 
to  it.  The  creditors  oppose,  under  the  fifth  article,  severally, 
each  for  himself  in  his  own  right,  and  each  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  results  of  the  litigation  whether  other  creditors 
share  in  them  or  not.  In  both  proceedings  the  petitioner  is 
bound  to  satisfy  the  court  that  he  has  made  no  disposition  of 
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his  estate  with  intent  to  def rand  his  creditors ;  that  is  the 
principal  issne  in  both  proceedings,  the  issne  has  once  bQ^n 
fnllj  and  fairly  tried  and  determined  against  the  petitioner ; 
bnt  that  adjudication  goes  for  naught  and  the  litigation  which 
was  terminated  by  it  is  useless,  if  the  same  or  any  judge  may 
reexamine,  in  another  proceeding,  the  same  question.  The 
most  important  decisions  in  this  state  as  to  res  acljvdioata 
illustrate  the  principle  that  the  form  or  object  of  the  prior 
litigation  does  not  alter  the  condusive  effect  of  the  judgment 
or  decision ;  thus  judgment  by  a  justice  in  sunmiary  proceed- 
ings is  conclusive  in  an  action  for  rent  of  the  premises,  where 
the  question  as  to  letting,  hiring,  term,  rent  and  amount  in 
arrears  is  identical  in  the  proceeding  as  well  as  in  the  action 
{Brovm  agt.  The  Mayor^  66  iT.  P.,  391,  and  rrumy  cases 
cited;  Powers  agt.  WiMy^  43  How.y  352 ;  Tankers  and  If. 
T.  F.  L  Co.  agt.  Bishop^  1  DaJy,  449).  There  the  object  of 
the  proceeding  and  the  object  of  the  action  are  wholly  dis- 
tinct, and  the  tribunal,  practice  and  form  of  procedure  are 
different;  but  the  fact  litigated  is  identical  in  both,  indis- 
pensable in  both,  and  the  determination  in  the  one  first  tried 
conclusive. 

Such  should  be  and  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  effect  of  adjudi- 
cations upon  material  issues  in  these  and  similar  proceedings 
{JIcM&r  of  Rosmberg,  10  AU.  [If.  8.\  450 ;  Matter  of 
Thomas,  id.,  114 ;  Matter  of  Roberts,  10  Sun,  254).  The 
reversal  by  the  court  of  appeals  does  not  affect  the  point 
decided.  If,  therefore,  the  proceedings  heretofore  taken  by 
the  petitioner  to  obtain  exemption  of  his  person  from  impris- 
onment were  regular  and  the  judge  had  jurisdiction,  the  adju- 
dication in  them  is,  until  reversed  or  vacated,  conclusive  upon 
the  petitioner,  and,  unless  objection  to  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  can  be  urged,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  order 
denying  the  petition  now  presented. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  Eugbne  Fikok  an  imprisoned  debtor. 
DUcharge  of  impmoTied  debtor — vihen  it  wm  be  denied. 

Where,  upon  the  examination  of  the  petitioner,  an  imprisoned  debtor,  in 
the  proceedings  for  his  discharge  from  imprisonment,  it  appears  that 
his  proceedings  have  not  been  "just  and  fa4r  "  towards  a  creditor  under 
whose  Judgment  he  is  imprisoned: 

Edd,  that  the  petition  should  be  denied. 

Proeeedinge  which  are  not  "Just  and  fair,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  explained. 

SpeoUd  Termy  Februwry^  1880. 

Mr.  SuUmmj  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Hutlbard^  opposed. 

Van  Vorst,  J.  —  The  judgment,  npon  which  the  execntion 
was  issued  under  which  the  defendant  is  imprisoned,  does  not 
materiaUy  involve  the  petitioner  in  any  moral  guilt  or  establish 
that  his  proceedings  have  not  been  just  and  fair.  It  is  true 
that  the  complaint  in  the  action  charged  the  defendant  with 
having  wrongfully  converted  the  plaintiff's  bonds,  and  with 
frand  and  deceit  in  respect  thereto ;  yet,  in  the  end,  the  learned 
jndge  before  whom  the  trial  was  had,  held  that  the  defendant 
was  liable  as  a  partner  with  Bushnell,  who  had  tortionsly  taken 
the  bonds,  and  that  the  position  of  Bushnell  was  the  position 
of  the  defendant,  the  present  petitioner,  and  that  he  was 
answerable  for  the  wrong  of  which  his  partner  had  been 
guilty. 

The  jndge,  while  directing  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  stated 

that  it  was  not  necessary  to  intimate  any  opinion  as  to  whether 

or  not  the  defendant  was  cognizant  of  the  acts  of  Bushnell,  or 

had  any  knowledge  that  Bushnell  had  tortionsly  taken  the 

Vol.  LIX        19 
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bondfl.  But  the  evidence  given  npon  the  trial  has  been  sub- 
mitted to  me  with  the  view  of  showing  that  it  involves  the 
petitioner  personally  in  Boshnell's  guilt,  and  that  for  such 
reason  his  proceedings  are  neither  just  nor  fair.  I  have  care- 
fully read  this  evidence  and  the  entire  proceedings  of  the  trial. 
The  defendant,  on  the  trial,  denied  any  knowledge  at  the  time 
of  the  transactions  of  the  tortious  act  of  Bnshnell  or  that  he 
knew  that  the  bonds  in  question  used  by  Bnshnell  were  the 
property  of  the  plaintiflE ;  and  while  with  respect  to  that  por- 
tion of  the  inquiry  I  should  hesitate  to  say  that  the  facts  and 
•ciroumstanoeB  disclosed  on  the  trial  make  out  such  a  clear  case 
against  the  prisoner  as  to  deprive  him  of  die  benefit  of  the 
statute  under  which  his  present  proceedings  have  been  insti- 
tuted, yet  that  evidence  and  the  x>etitioner's  subsequent  examin- 
ation disclose  facts,  the  particulars  of  which  will  be  presently 
stated,  which  constitute  a  bar  to  this  application. 

On  the  28th  of  April  1878,  the  petitioner,  upon  the  order 
and  direction  of  Bnshnell,  received  from  Mr.  Des  Marets,  the 
broker  with  whom  the  bonds  had  been  deposited  by  Bnshnell 
to  be  held  as  collateral  security  for  certain  stock  transactions 
and  for  the  purposes  of  raising  money  to  be  used  in  stock 
operations,  the  sum  of  $6,818.40. 

That  amount  he  claimed  as.his  proportion  of  certain  profits 
which  he  stated  had  been  realized  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
stocks  which  he  had  made  by  the  authority  of  Bushnell. 
These  profits,  if  any,  were  the  fruits  of  speculations  based 
upon  the  bonds  as  security,  and  the  moneys  paid  to  petitioner 
were  in  fact  realized  from  them. 

These  moneys  in  law  and  equity  belonged  to  Mr.  Butler, 
tht  owner  of  the  bonds. 

If  these  moneys  were  received  by  the  petitioner  in  good 
faith  and  in  ignorance  of  Mr.  Butler's  rights,  he  would  be 
guiltless  of  moral  wrong  whatever  legal  liability  he  incurred. 
But  within  a  month  thereafter  Bushnell  absconded  and  his 
guilt  was  publicly  known. 

He  wrote  a  letter,  dated  the  twenty-eighth  May,  acknowl- 
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edging  his  own  guilt,  bat  declaring  the  innocence  of  his 
broker  and  the  petitioner. 

From  the  time  BoshnelFs  flight  was  known  petitioner  is 
chargeable  with  knowledge  of  his  goilt.  It  was  clearly  his 
dnty,  so  soon  as  he  was  advised  of  this  fact,  to  make  what 
reparation  he  coold  to  repair  the  loss  of  Mr.  Batler,  occa- 
sioned, in  part  at  least,  by  his  action  in  prolonging  and  direct- 
ing the  stock  transactions  which  absorbed  the  bonds  in  question. 
He  made  no  movement  in  that  direction. 

On  the  twentj-^ghth  June  his  attention  was  directly  called 
to  this  subject  by  Mr.  Butler,  who  asserted  a  claim  to  these 
moneys  as  arising  from  his  securities,  of  which  he  had  been 
despoiled  by  Bushnell,  his  former  clerk. 

The  petitioner  himself  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  these 
moneys,  and  insisted  that  he  should  not  be  questioned  about 
them,  and  stated  that  he  had  used  and  appropriated  them  as 
be  ])leased.  Upon  his  examination  in  this  proceeding  the 
petitioner  stated  that  he  had  spent  the  money.  Some  $3,500 
he  lost  in  stock  speculations  in  "  bucket  shops,"  so  called ;  the 
residue  he  has  expended  upon  himseK  and  family. 

The  examination  indicates  that  these  moneys  were  expended 
after  the  petitioner  was  advised  of  Bushnell's  guilt,  and  some 
considerable  portion  of  it  after  his  interview  with  Mr.  Butler 
on  the  twenty-eighth  of  June. 

He  could  not  pursue  such  course  and  still  claim  to  be  guilt- 
less. He  could  not  use  these  moneys,  with  knowledge  of 
Bushnell's  crime,  and  be  clear  of  responsibility.  Such  use 
by  him  constitutes  an  adoption  of  the  wrong  and  character- 
ized his  prooeeding  as  unjust  and  unfair,  and  deprives  him  of 
the  right  to  be  released  from  imprisonment  under  the  statute 
in  question  {See  a/rtide  6,  title  1,  chofpter  5,  pa/rt  2,  of  the 
Bevieed  StatuteSj  secHons  1-17). 

Judge  J.  F.  Dalt  has,  in  a  clear  and  satisfactory  opinion, 
rendered  In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  Andrew  S, 
jRoberts,  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  (ante^  136),  discussed 
the  question,  the  substance  of  which  has  been  above  consid- 
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ered,  and  has  defined  the  term  ^^  jnst  and  fair,"  as  nsed  in  the 
statute,  and  has  determined  to  what  acts  and  proceedings  of 
the  petitioner  they  are  applicable. 

The  principles  of  that  decision,  which  I  approve,  are  fatal 
to  this  application,  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  is  enti- 
tled to  an  order  denying  the  petition  now  presented. 


K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

In  the  Matter  of  Fowler,  an  imprisoned  debtor. 

Impriioned  debtor — tohat  must  Ife  shown  to  prevent  discharge —  Meaning  of 
"fust  and  fair*' ^When  entiUed  to  diseha/rge --%  Revised  Statutes,  chapter 
5,  title  1,  artiele  6. 

On  aa  application  to  discharge  a  person  from  impriBonment  in  custody 
upon  final  process,  what  is  required  is  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
debtor  have  been  "Just  and  fair"  in  respect  to  the  matters  that  he  is 
required  to  swear  to  in  the  affidavit  upon  presenting  his  petition.  They 
relate  to  the  inquiry  whether  he  has  made  any  such  disposition  of  Ids 
property,  as  in  the  affidavit  he  is  obliged  to  swear  that  he  has  not;  or, 
in  other  words,  whether  the  Judge  is  satisfied  that  the  statement  made 
in  his  affidavit  is  true,  in  respect  to  which  the  fullest  inquiry  may  be 
made  by  the  oral  examination  of  the  prisoner,  under  oath,  as  well  as 
the  examination  of  his  wife,  or  of  any  witnesses  which  the  creditor  has 
to  offer. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  provision  of  the  statute  which  would  authorize 
holding  that  a  debtor  cannot  be  discharged  because  he  made  a  false 
or  fraudulent  representation  as  to  the  solvency  of  a  person  to  whom 
credit  was  given  by  the  person  who  has  recovered  a  Judgment  f oir 
damages  against  the  prisoner,  for  the  injury  thus  sustained. 

Nor  is  the  fact  that  he  applied  for  his  discharge  as  a  bankrupt  any  such 
disposition  of  the  property  as  is  contemplated  by  the  act;  for  whatever 
property  he  possesses,  under  such  a  proceeding,  goes  to  his  creditors. 
(This  foofOd  seem  tobeadverse  to  Matter  of  Roberts,  ante,  186,  and  Matter 
ofMnek,  ^nte,  146.) 

Oeneral  Terniy  AprUy  1880. 
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WiUiam  C.  Solhrookj  for  appellant. 
George  W.  Van  Slyck^  for  creditors. 

Dalt,  Ch.  J.  —  I  fully  concur  in  the  condnsions  arrived  at 
by  judge  Yak  Hoeben.  Before  the  passage,  in  1831,  of  the 
act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt,  no  distinction  was  made 
between  the  fraudulent  and  the  honest  but  unfortunate  debtor ; 
bnt  both  were  alike  subject  to  arrest  and  imprisonment  for 
the  non-payment  of  their  debts.  In  the  language  of  chief 
justice  Savage,  in  Townsend  agt.  MorreU  (10  Wend,^  581), 
^^  previous  to  the  passage  of  that  act,  all  debtors  who  had 
been  held  to  bail  must,  by  the  theory  of  our  laws,  have  been 
stripped  of  their  property  by  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  before 
they  could  be  imprisoned,  and  they  were  then  to  be  impris- 
oned, not  because  they  would  not  pay,  but  because  they  could 
not — a  state  of  things  exhibiting  in  the  most  glaring  point 
of  view  the  inhumanity  as  well  as  the  impolicy  of  imprison- 
ing an  honest  debtor." 

The  act  of  1881,  therefore,  commonly  called  the  Stilwell 
act,  forbids  the  arrest  or  imprisonment  of  any  person  upon  civil 
process  in  any  suit  or  proceeding  instituted  for  the  recovery 
of  money  founded  npon  contract,  or  for  damages  for  the  non- 
performance of  one,  except  in  certain  cases  —  such  as  the 
contracting  of  a  debt  fraudulently,  or  the  removal  or  disposi- 
tion of  property  with  intent  to  defrand  creditors  —  and  pro- 
vided for  a  warrant  in  such  exceptional  cases ;  and  for  a  course 
of  procedure  by  which  the  property  of  the  fraudulent  debtor, 
if  he  had  any,  could  be  secured  and  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  judgment,  if  one  existed  or  should  be  recovered ;  or  if 
he  had  no  property,  for  his  discharge  as  an  insolvent  debtor, 
under  what  was  known  as  the  Fourteen  Day  act,  which  is  now 
the  sixth  section,  first  article,  chapter  5  of  the  second  part  of 
the  Bevised  Statutes. 

The  Fourteen  Day  act,  which  was  passed  in  1789,  and 
re^nacted  with  modifications  on  the  24th  of  March,  1801,  was 
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passed  for  the  purpose  of  mitigatiag  the  severity  of  the  previ- 
ons  law,  by  which  if  a  debtor  had  no  property  to  satisfy  the 
debt  he  was  imprisoned  upon  final  process  after  the  recovery 
of  judgment,  and  after  the  issuing  and  return  of  an  execu- 
tion against  his  property  unsatisfied ;  and  had  to  remain  in 
prison  until  the  debt  was  paid,  for  there  was  no  other  means 
for  his  release,  nor  even  any  provision  ior  his  maintenance 
and  support  whilst  in  prison.  The  harsh  severity  of  the  law, 
in  this  respect,  may  be  illustrated  by  a  declaration  of  justice 
Htdb  in  Many  agt.  Scott  (1  Mod.,  132),  which  I  have  hereto- 
fore had  occasion  to  quote  in  the  Matter  of  Andriot  (2  JOoZy, 
36),  which  was  in  these  words :  '^  If  a  man  be  taken  in  execu- 
tion and  lie  in  prison  for  debt  neither  the  plaintiff,  at  whose 
suit  he  is  arrested,  nor  the  sheriff  who  took  him,  is  bound  to 
find  him  meat,  drink  or  clothes ;  but  he  must  live  on  his  own 
or  on  the  charity  of  others,  and  if  no  man  will  relieve  him,  let 
him  die  in  the  name  of  God,  says  the  law,  and  so  say  L" 

The  act  of  1801  provided  for  the  absolute  discharge  of  a 
defendant,  imprisoned  upon  an  execution  for  a  debt  not 
exceeding  twenty-five  dollars,  after  he  had  been  imprisoned 
for  thirty  days ;  and  the  fourth  section  provided  that  a  debtor 
imprisoned  upon  final  execution  for  a  sum  not  exceeding 
$500,  or  who  should  have  remained  in  jail  for  the  space  of 
three  months  upon  an  execution  fpr  a  sum  not  exceeding 
$2,500,  and,  in  the  language  of  the  act,  if  the  debtor  impris- 
oned should  '^  in  either  case  be  minded  to  deliver  up  to  the 
creditor  or  creditors  who  shall  so  charge  him  in  execution  all 
his  estate  and  effects  towards  satisfaction  of  the  debt  or  debts 
with  which  he  stood  charged"  that  he  might  petition  the 
court,  accompanying  his  petiticm  with  the  true  account  of  his 
estate  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  his  petition,  giv- 
ing, also,  fourteen  days'  notice  to  the  creditor  by  whom  he 
was  charged  in  execution  of  the  time  and  place  when  the 
prisoner  would  make  his  application  to  the  court ;  upon  which 
the  court,  upon  the  appearance  of  the  prisoner  on  the  day  stated, 
should,  if  he  thought  proper,  tender  to  him  an  oath  that  the 
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account  set  forth  in  his  petition  was  in  all  respects  just  and 
true ;  that  he  had  not  at  any  time  or  in  any  manner  or  way 
whatsoever  disposed  of  or  made  over  any  part  of  his  estate, 
real  or  personal,  in  law  or  in  equity,  with  the  view  to  the 
future  benefit  of  himself  or  family,  or  with  the  view  or  intent 
to  injure  or  defraud  any  of  his  creditors ;  and  the  act  then 
declared  that  if  the  court  should  be  satisfied  that  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  were  just  and  fair,  that  they 
should  then  immediately  order  an  assignment  of  the  estate, 
the  account  of  which  was  contained  in  the  petition,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditor  who  had  charged  the  prisoner  in  exe- 
cution, and  that  upon  the  prisoner  executing  the  assignment 
that  he  should  be  discharged  from  custody. 

This  act  made  no  distinction  between  the  honest  but  unfor- 
tunate and  the  fraudulent  debtor,  but  either  was  entitled  to  be 
discharged  if  they  complied  with  its  provisions.  The  purpose 
of  it  was  to  discharge  the  debtor  from  imprisonment,  if,  in  the 
language  of  the  act  already  quoted,  he  ''was  minded"  to 
deliver  up  all  his  property  to  the  creditor  that  it  might  be 
applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  and  did  so ;  it  appear- 
ing that  he  had  not  disposed  of  any  part  of  it  at  any  time  with 
a  view  to  the  future  benefit  of  himself  or  of  his  family  or 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  which  he  was 
obliged  to*  declare  on  oath  that  he  had  not,  if  the  court 
required  it,  which  in  practice  it  invariably  did.  The  act 
precluded  no  debtor,  after  three  months'  imprisonment  on 
final  process,  from  the  benefit  of  the  act  unless  one  who 
had  disposed  of  hie  property  for  the  future  benefit  of  him- 
self or  his  family  or  with  an  intent  to  defraud  his  creditor, 
and  in  this  respect,  but  in  this  alone,  distinguished  the  honest 
but  unfortunate  debtor  from  one  who  had  fraudulently  sought 
to  evade  the  payment  of  his  debts  by  dishonestly  making  away 
with  his  property.  The  provision  of  the  act  that  the  court 
should  be  satisfied  that  ''  the  procef^lings  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoner  were  just  and  fair,"  meant  that  it  should  be  satisfied 
that  the  proceedings  in  this  respect,  that  is,  in  respect  to  his 
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property,  had  been  jast  and  fair ;  whereupon,  by  the  langnage 
which  follows,  the  court  was  then  immediately  to  order  the 
estate  contained  iji  the  account  presented  by  the  petition,  or 
so  much  of  it  as  might  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  creditor,  to 
be  assigned  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act,  which,  when 
done,  the  prisoner  was  to  be  discharged  by  the  court  from 
custody.  The  act  further  provided  that  if  the  creditor  should 
not  be  satisfied  with  the  prisoner's  oath,  and  desired  further 
time  to  inform  himself,  that  a  future  day  should  be  assigned 
for  the  hearing  of  the  parties,  and  unless  the  creditor  should 
then  be  able  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  proceedings  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner  were  not  just  and  fair,  the  assignment 
should  be  ordered  and  the  prisoner  discharged. 

This  act  of  1801  was  again  modified  by  the  act  of  April  9, 
1813  (1  Jievised  Zaws  of  1818,  348),  and  incorporated,  with 
farther  modifications,  in  the  Bevised  Statutes ;  but  none  of 
those  modifications  affect  in  any  way  the  purpose  of  the  act 
as  respects  the  proceedings  which  were  required  to  be  just  and 
fair.  The  Revised  Statutes  provided  a  further  means  of  test- 
ing the  truth  of  the  affidavit  which  the  prisoner  is  required 
to  mate  by  allowing  the  court  to  examine  the  prisoner  him- 
self, his  wife,  or  any  other  person,  on  oath,  on  the  day 
appointed  for  hearing,  and  determine  in  a  summary  way  the 
proof  and  allegations  of  the  parties.  * 

I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  experience  in  applications  of  this 
kind.  Innumerable  petitions  have  been  made  to  this  court 
during  the  time  that  I  have  been  in  it,  for  the  discharge  of 
persons  from  imprisonment,  in  custody  upon  final  process, 
and  the  construction  uniformly  given,  over  a  long  number  of 
years,  by  myself  and  my  colleagues,  has  been  that  what  is 
required  is  that  the  proceedings  of  the  debtor  have  been  just 
and  fair  in  respect  to  the  matters  that  he  is  required  to  swear 
to  in  the  affidavit  upon  presenting  his  petition ;  that  they 
relate  to  the  inquiry  whether  he  has  made  any  such  disposi- 
tion of  his  property  as  in  the  affidavit  he  is  obliged  to  swear 
that  he  has  not;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  judge  is 
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satiBfied  that  the  statement  made  in  his  afBdavit  is  true,  in 
respect  to  which  the  fullest  inquiry  may  be  made  by  the  oral 
examination  of  the  prisoner,  under  oath,  as  well  as  the  exam- 
ination of  his  wife,  or  of  any  witnesses  which  the  creditor 
has  to  offer.  This  is  the  construction  given  to  the  statute  in 
The  People  agt.  White  (14  Eow.^  600),  in  which  Mr.  justice 
E.  DABwm  Smtth  says  —  as  I  have  repeatedly  said  in  these 
cases  —  that  the  affidavit  which  the  prisoner  is  required  to 
make  is  a  key  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  that  the  judge  is 
to  be  satisfied  that  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner 
have  been  just  and  fair ;  that  it  mast  appear,  as  judge  Smtth 
says,  ^^  that  the  affidavit  is  true  in  its  letter  and  spirit,  or  the 
proceedings  of  the  applicant  cannot  be  just  and  fair  within 
the  sense  and  meaning  and  true  intent  of  the  statute."  The 
only  difference  in  the  construction  of  the  statute,  until  the 
recent  decision  in  the  case  of  Bdberts  at  the  special  term, 
referred  to  in  the  respondent's  points,  is  that  judge  Smtth,  in 
the  case  above  referred  to,  and  judge  Inoraham,  in  the  dis- 
senting opinion  In  the  Matter  of  Watson  (2  -E  D.  Smithy 
429),  is  that  nothing  in  the  shape  of  property  or  interest  in 
property,  legal  or  equitable,  existing  at  the  time  of  the  appli- 
cation shall  be  kept  back  or  withheld  from  creditors ;  that  this 
is  the  condition  upon  which  the  law  interposes  to  discharge 
the  debtor  from  imprisonment  —  a  constniction  in  which 
judge  WooDBXJFP  and  myself  did  not  concur,  as,  in  our  opinion, 
it  was  engrafting  upon  the  affidavit  what  was  not  contained  in 
it  —  and  that  any  disposition  by  the  debtor  of  his  property 
made  with  the  intent  to  defraud  existing  creditors,  was  what 
the  affidavit  meant ;  and  that  the  statute  intended  that  any 
such  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  debtor,  or  any  disposal  of 
his  property  for  the  future  benefit  of  himself  or  family,  after 
his  application,  precluded  him  from  the  benefit  of  the  act,  a 
constraction  which  has  since  been  sustained  In  the  Matter  of 
JBrady  (8  Sim,  437),  which  was  affirmed  by  the  court  of 
appeals  (69  iT.  J".,  215) ;  and  these  cases,  I  think,  may  be 
relied  upon  as  sustaining  the  ^new  that  his  proceedings  are 
Vol.  LIX        20 
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not  jnst  and  fair  where  it  appears  that  he  has  done  any  of  the 
acts  which  by  the  affidavit  he  swears  he  has  not  done,  the  sole 
subject  of  the  statute,  as  stated  by  judge  Easl,  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court  of  appeals,  being  the  discharge  of 
honest  debtors  who  made  an  honest  and  full  surrender  of  all 
their  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  their  creditors. 

This  is,  as  t  have  always  held,  the  full  scope  and  intent  of 
this  act  from  its  first  incoi3)oration  in  the  statutes,  and  in  its 
several  modifications  in  18C^,  1813,  and  in  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes, and  there  is  nothing  in  any  of  its  provisions  which,  in 
my  opinion,  would  authorize  holding  that  a  debtor  cannot  be 
discharged  because  he  made  a  false  or  fraudulent  representa- 
tion as  to  the  solvency  of  a  person  to  whom  credit  was  given 
by  the  person  who  has  recovered  a  judgment  for  damages 
against  the  prisoner  for  the  injury  thus  sustained.  Kor  is  the 
fact  that  he  applied  for  his  discharge  as  a  bankrupt  any  such 
disposition  of  the  property  as  is  contemplated  by  the  act ;  for 
such  an  application  is  not  a  disposition  of  property  for  the 
future  benefit  of  himself  or  family,  or  to  defraud  creditors; 
for  whatever  property  he  possesses,  under  such  a  proceeding, 
goes  to  his  creditors.  In  addition  to  which  there  is  the  fact 
that  he  had  no  property  to  pass  under  his  assignment  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  the  only  effect  of  his  application  would  be  to  dis- 
charge him  from  his  debts. 

I  think,  for  these  reasons,  that  the  order  below  should  be 
reversed ;  that  the  defendant  may  be  at  liberty  to  renew  his 
application  for  his  discharge  from  custody. 

Order  reversed,  with  costs,  and  petitioner  allowed  to  renew 
his  application  for  discharge  from  imprisonment. 

J.  F.  Daly  dissents,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  his  opinion 
In  the  McUter  of  Rd)ert8  {antej  jp.  136);  opinion  of  Van  Voest, 
J.,  In  Matter  of  Fvack  ((mfe,  j>.  146). 
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SUPREME  OOUET. 
CoBNELics  Bbinesbhoff  agt.  Sasah  S.  Pbbbt. 

Appeal— stay  cf  praceedin{f9 — Bn  o^gv^diieaAa. 

A  stay  of  proceedings  wiU  be  gninted  to  enable  a  party  to  review  an  order 
denying  an  application  to  make  a  pleading  more  definite  and  certain. 

Where,  in  respect  to  the  (Miginal  pleading,  the  general  term  entertained  an 
appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term  denying  an  application  to  compel 
plaintiff  to  amend  by  making  more  definite  and  certain,  and  ordered 
that  the  complaint  be  80  amended: 

Eddy  the  presumption  is  that  such  appeal  was  properly  entertained  and 
that  the  general  term  will  entertain  a  second  appeal  in  the  same  case. 

« 

Special  Temby  May^  1880. 

Motion  and  reargument  under  an  order  staying  proceedings 
pending  appeal  to  general  term. 

Plaintiff,  in  liis  amended  complaint,  alleges  that  his  former 
wife,  the  defendant,  received  from  him  about  the  year  1863, 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  to  the  amount  of  $118,648. 
That  such  property  was  conveyed  to  her  in  trust  when  plain- 
tiff was  unable  to  manage  it  by  reason  of  excessive  drinking. 
Under  an  order  of  the  general  term  plaintiff  amended  his 
complaint  and  set  out  many  items  of  the  property  alleged  to 
have  been  so  tranf  erred,  and  then  adds  in  his  amended  com- 
plaint the  following :  "And  other  personal  property  which  it 
is  impossible  for  plaintiff  to  remember  at  this  time."  He 
demands  an  accounting  and  specific  performance  in  the  return 
of  the  property.  Defendant  applies  for  an  order  directing 
more  definiteness  and  certainty  which  the  special  term  refuses 
to  grant.  Defendant  appeals  and  obtains  a  stay  of  proceed- 
ings. A  reai^ment  is  allowed  and  the  point  taken  that  the 
order  of  special  term  denying  an  application  is  not  appealable 
to  the  general  term. 
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George  W.  WHsotIj  for  plaintiJBf.  The  order  is  not  appeal- 
able (Oies  agt.  Zo&w,  15  Ahb.  [iT.  /£],  9i). 

Chmmoey  *B.  Ripley  and  Samuel  Jones^  for  defendant. 

I.  The  order  is  appealable,  and  it  has  been  so  adjudicated  by 
the  general  term  of  this  court  and  bj  the  common  pleas  gen- 
eral term  {Sprague  agt.  Dwnton^  14:  Hiun^  490,  492 ;  Arietta 
agt.  Morriasey^  1  Ahb.  [iT.  /Si],  439).  Compare  Winslow  agt. 
Ferguson  (1  Lana.^  436) ;  JeffroB  agt.  McKiUop  ds  S.  Co.  (2 
-ffwn,  363);  Idvermore  agt.  Bainbridge  (47  -Hbi^.,  353); 
ffray  agt.  i^i?*  (53  xV.  F.,  630) ;  (?(w/?e?y  agt.  PouOam  (2 
-ffwTi,  218) ;  Brinkerhoff  agt.  Perry  {MS.y  see  note^  helow). 

II.  This  court  has  refused  to  follow  Gies  agt.  ZoeWy  a  supe- 
rior court  case,  decided  in  1873  (15  Abh.  [iT.  a?.],  94),  and  so 
held  expressly  in  Sprague  agt.  Dunton  (14  -ffi^nr,  supra^  p. 
492).  The  cases  cited  above  are  there  referred  to  approv- 
ingly in  support  of  the  appealability  of  orders  aJdn  to  the  one 
under  consideration. 

III.  The  question  of  appealability  is  one  for  the  court  above 
to  determine. 

DoNOHUB,  J,  —  The  general  term  on  the  former  motion 
have  reviewed  the  question.*  I  am  bound  to  suppose  they 
decided  it  witKin  their  power,  and  will  do  so  on  this  appeal. 

Motion  for  stay  granted,  with  costs. 

*  This  same  case  was  before  the  general  term,  first  department,  and 
decided  February,  1880.  It  has  not  been  previously  reported.  The  case 
as  there  presented  was  as  follows: 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term  denying  defendant's  application 
to  compel  plaintiff  to  make  his  complaint  more  definite  and  certain. 

Plaintiff  brought  this  action  against  defendant  who  was  formerly  his 
wife.  The  (orignal)  complaint  alleged  in  general  terms  that  about  seven- 
teen years  ago  he  transferred  to  defendant,  while  she  was  stiU  his  wife, 
"  all  his  property;"  "  a  large  fortune;"  "  valuable  real  estate,"  '*  by  deed 
and  otherwise,"  "  the  same  being  valued  at  said  date  at  the  sum  of  eighty 
thousand  dollars,"  and  demanded  an  accounting  and  the  return  of  hia 
property.    Plaintiff  claimed  in  his  complaint  that  he  was  an  inebriate  at 
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the  time  of  the  transfer,  and  that  he  was  unduly  influenced  by  his  said 
wife  and  her  father,  one  G^rge  B.  Perry. 

The  special  term  having  denied  an  application  for  particulars,  and  also 
a  motion  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  and  certain,  defendant 
appealed  from  the  order  so  denying  relief,  and  urged  that  she  was  entitled 
to  one  remedy  or  the  other. 

The  general  term  required  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint. 

Ohauneeif  B.  Bipley,  for  appellant. 
Gfeorge  W.  Wtison,  for  respondent 

For  Curiam, —  We  think  the  order  should,  in  this  case,  be  modified,  by 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  state  in  the  complaint  the  specific  real  estate 
which  he  claims  to  have  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  and  the  kind  and 
quantity  of  personal  property,  if  he  claims  to  have  conveyed  any  such 
property  to  her. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

Noah  Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Bbadt  and  Babbbtt,  JJ. 


SUPREME  OOITRT. 


The  Pboplb  of  the  State  of  N*bw  Yobk  agt.  Henby  D. 
Denibon,  Jakes  J.  Belden,  A.  Caldwell  Belden  and 
Thomas  Gale. 

OouiUer-dam  -^  in  acUon  by  the  itate  —  a  cttfmdant  cannot  reeaver  Judgment 

for  hi»  otmntor-daim  againgt  the  itate. 

By  the  report  of  the  referees,  to  whom  this  cause  was  referred,  a  judg' 
ment  was  recovered  and  duly  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for 
$890,208.48.  An  appeal  was  taken  from  this  judgment  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  general  term  of  this  court  who  reversed  said  Judgment  and 
ordered  a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  event  The  plaintiffs  appealed 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  stipulating  in  such  notice  of  appeal  as  follows: 
"And  the  plaintiffs  hereby  stipulate  and  consent,  that  if  the  said  order 
hereby  appealed  from  is  afiGLrmed,  judgment  absolute  may  and  shall  be 
rendered  against  the  plaintiffs  and  appellants."  The  remittitwr  from 
the  court  of  appeals  declared  that,  after  hearing  counsel  for  the  p^es, 
and  after  due  deliberation  had  thereon,  they  did  order  and  adjudge  that 
the  order  of  the  general  term  appealed  from  in  this  action  to  this  court 
be  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed,  and  judgment  rendered  absolute  for 
the  defendants  on  stipulation,  with  costs. 
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An.  Older  of  this  court  was  made  and  entered  which,  alter  reciting  the 
previous  proceedings,  says:  "And  the  said  plaintiffs  having  in  their 
notice  of  appeal  stipulated  and  consented  that  if  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  affirmed  that  judgment  absolute  should  be  rendered 
against  them,  the  said  court  of  appeals  having  affirmed  the  order  of  the 
said  general  term,  and  directed  judgment  absolute  in  favor  of  the 
defendants  on  stipulation:  ordered  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
appeals  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  made  the  judgment  of  this  court." 
Under  these  orders  the  clerk  of  Albany  county  entered  a  judgment  against 
the  plaintiffs  and  in  favor  of  the  defendants  "for  the  sum  of  $96,882.45, 
the  amount  of  their  counter-claim,  and  $6,507.14,  as  and  for  their  costs 
in  this  action,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $101,899.50.  On  motion 
by  plaintiffs  to  vacate  the  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  counter-claim : 

JBeld,  first,  that  even  prior  to  the  act  of  1876,  which  established  a  state 
board  of  audit,  there  was  no  authority  either  by  a  suit  against  the  state, 
or  in  one  instituted  by  it  to  enforce  a  claim  against  it. 

Second,  Since  the  act  of  1876,  creating  "  a  itaU  board  of  audU"  it  matters 
not  whether  a  suit  is  brought  againt  the  state  to  recover  a  supposed 
debt,  or  whether  it  is  set  up  in  an  action  brought  by  the  state  by  way 
of  set-off  or  counter-claim,  that  supposed  debt  is  within  the  broad  words 
of  the  act,  '^aUprwatedaifnt  and  aeeounts  ogainH  the  etate"  and  must, 
therefore,  be  submitted  to  the  special  tribunal  created  by  it. 

IMrd.  Unless  this  state  has  authorized  a  se^off  of  an  independent  claim 
against  itself  in  an  action  which  it  has  brought,  and  has  further  author- 
ized an  affirmative  judgment,  the  judgment  in  this  action  cannot  be 
upheld. 

Iburih.  The  set-off  and  judgment  are  not  authorized  by  8  Revised  Stat- 
utes (8£A  ed,,  page  860,  section  18). 

lyth.  If  this  action  bad  been  oetween  private  individuals  the  judgment 
for  the  coimter-claim  could  not  be  upheld,  as  there  is  no  judgment  or 
order  of  any  court  warranting  or  directing  It 

Where  an  order  granting  a  new  trial  to  the  defendants  is  affirmed  in  the 
court  of  appeals,  such  affirmance  and  the  direction  for  "judgment 
absolute  upon  the  right  of  the  appellant,"  without  any  further  or  other 
direction  does  not  authorize  the  derk  of  the  county,  in  which  judgment 
Is  to  be  entered,  to  include  therein  a  demand  made  against  the  plaintiff 
for  an  independent  claim,  when  the  right  thereto  has  never  been  adju- 
dicated in  his  favor,  and  when  no  judgment,  which  has  been  rendered, 
necessarily  involves  its  merits. 

Albany,  Special  Term,  J/by,  1880. 

MonoN  on  belialf  of  plaintiSs  to  vacate  a  judgment  dock- 
eted and  entered  in  Albany  comity  against  the  pbdntifEs  on 
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the  28th  day  of  April,  1880,  in  favor  of  the  defendants  for  the 
sum  of  $95,880.45,  the  amount  of  the  connter-claim  set  up  in 
the  answer  in  the  aboye-entitled  action. 

Hamilton  Wordy  attorney-general,  for  plaintifEs  and  motion. 

Wm,  0.  Rt^eTy  for  defendants  and  in  opposition. 

Westbbook,  e/.  —  By  the  report  of  the  three  referees  (James 
Emott,  Charles  0.  Tappan  and  Isaac  Lawson),  to  whom  this 
cause  was  referred,  made  on  the  28th  day  of  December,  1877, 
a  judgment  was  recovered  and  duly  entered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintifis  on  the  17th  day  of  January,  1880,  for  the  sum  of 
$387,109.64-  damages  and  $12,093.78  costs,  making  a  total  of 
recovery  for  damages  and  costs  of  $399,203.42. 

On  the  24th  day  of  January,  1878,  an  appeal  was  taken 
from  this  judgment  by  the  defendants  to  the  general  term  of 
this  court,  held  in  and  for  the  third  department,  whict  court 
on  the  26th  day  of  November,  1879,  reversed  said  judgment 
and  ordered  a  new  trial  with  costs  to  abide  event. 

On  the  3d  day  of  January,  1880,  the  plaintife  appealed 
from  the  decision  of  the  general  term  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
stipulating  in  such  notice  of  appeal  as  follows:  "And  the 
plaintiffs  hereby  stipulate  and  consent,  that  if  the  said  order 
hereby  appealed  from  is  affirmed,  judgment  absolute  may  and 
shall  be  rendered  against  the  plaintifb  and  appellants."  The 
notice  of  appeal  and  stipulation  is  signed  "  Hamilton  Ward, 
attorney-general,  for  the  appellants.'' 

The  remitHtur  from  the  court  of  appeals  is  dated  April  6, 
1880,  and  it  is  therein  declared,  after  a  recital  of  the  appeal 
to  that  court,  that  the  court  of  appeals,  after  hearing  counsel 
for  the  parties,  "  and  after  due  deliberation  had  thereon,  did 
order  and  adjudge  that  the  order  of  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  appealed  from  in  this  action  to  this  court  be 
and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed,  and  judgment  rendered 
absolute  for  the  defendants  on  stipulation,  with  costs." 
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An  order  of  this  court,  made  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  1880 
(the  date  of  the  caption  of  the  order,  February  6,  1880,  is 
evidently  erroneous,  as  it  is  prior  to  that  of  the  remittitur ^  and 
the  date  of  the  filing  is  April  6,  1880),  after  reciting  the  pre- 
vious proceedings,  says :  ^^ And  the  said  plaintiffs  ht^ving  in 
their  notice  of  appeal  stipulated  and  consented,  that  if  the 
order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  that  judgment  abso- 
lute should  be  rendered  against  them ;  the  said  court  of  appeals 
having,  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  1880,  affirmed  the  order  of 
the  said  general  term,  and  directed  judgment  absolute  in  favor 
of  the  defendants  on  stipulation :  Kow,  then,  on  reading  and 
filing  the  remittitur  from  the  said  court  of  appeals,  and  on 
motion  of  Wm.  C.  Buger,  of  counsel  for  the  respondents,  it 
is  ordered  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  be  and 
the  same  is  hereby  made  the  judgment  of  this  court." 

Under  the  orders  which  have  been  given,  the  clerk  of 
Albany  county  entered  a  judgment  on  the  28th  day  of  April, 
1880,  against  the  plaintiffs  and  in  favor  of  the  defendants 
"for  the  sum  of  $95,382.45,  the  amount  of  their  counter- 
claim, and  $6,507.14  as  and  for  their  costs  in  this  action, 
amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $101,899.59." 

The  judgment  for  the  counter-claim  the  attorney-general 
now  moves  to  vacate  as  being  unauthorized  by  any  order  of 
the  court,  and  as  otherwise  illegal  and  improper.  So  much  of 
the  notice  of  motion  as  objected  to  certain  items  of  costs 
allowed  by  the  clerk  was  abandoned,  and  the  only  question 
now  in  issue  is  the  legality  of  the  judgment  for  the  counter- 
claim. For  the  purpose  of  presenting  one  point,  which  the 
motion  involves  more  sharply,  the  exact  words  of  the  stipu- 
lation given  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  on  their  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  with  that  of  the  remittitua*^  and  also  that  of 
the  order  of  the  special  term  of  this  court,  mhking  the  judg- 
ment of  the  former  that  of  the  latter,  have  been  detailed. 
From  that  statement  it  distinctly  appears,  that  neither  the 
court  of  appeals  nor  the  supreme  court  has  expressly  ordered 
judgment  for  the  counter-claim,  and  the  authority  of  the 
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clerk  of  Albany  county  to  enter  it  mnBt  depend  upon  statu- 
tory enactments.  To  the  conaideratioQ  of  the  legality  of  that 
judgment,  the  dificnssion  will  be  at  onoe  directed,  without  any 
embarrassment  founded  upon  any  order  or  decision  directly 
allowing  it. 

The  first  and  perhaps  the  principal  objection  to  the  validity 
of  the  judgment  is  that  it  is  against  a  soyereign  state,  which 
has  never  authorized  the  bringing  of  suits  against  itself 
in  its  own  courts  for  the  recovery  of  any  debt  or  obligation 
supposed  to  be  owing  by  it,  but  which,  on  the  contrary,  only 
four  years  ago  {chapter  444  of  the  'Lanjos  of  1876),  created 
«  A  State  Board  of  Audit,"  to  whom  both  the  "  duty "  and 
"power"  were  confided  "to  hear  all  private  claims  and 
accounts  against  the  state  (except  such  as  are  now  heard  by 
the  canal  appraisers  according  to  law),  to  administer  oaths  and 
take  testimony  in  relation  thereto,  to  determine  on  the  justice 
and  amounts  thereof,  and  to  allow  such  sums  as  it  shall  con- 
sider should  equitably  be  paid  by  the  state  to  the  claimants." 
A  consideration  of  the  language  of  the  act  to  which  reference 
has  just  been  made,  impresses  us  with  its  sweeping  effect. 
There  is  no  exception,  no  limitation  whatever.  It  is  expressly 
made,  as  already  said,  the  "  duty  "  of  the  tribunal  by  that  act 
created,  and  the  "  power  "  to  do  so  is  also  conferred,  to  hear 
^^  all  private  claims  and  accounts  against  the  state  "  (except  as 
therein  excepted,  and  the  claim  of  defendants  is  clearly  not 
within  the  exception),  and  after  hearing  evidence  in  any  case, 
"  to  determine  on  the  justice  and  amount  thereof."  The  leg- 
islative intent  could  not,  it  seems  to  me,  be  made  more  mani- 
fest, for  that  statute  is  a  clear  and  distinct  enactment  in  the 
form,  of  a  law,  that  the  state  is  unwilling  to  submit  its  sov- 
ereignty to  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  for  the  enforcement  of 
claims  against  it,  and  that  if  any  language  has  been  used  in 
any  previous  law  which  is  capable  of  that  construction,  it 
must  now  at  least  be  deemed  to  be  modified  in  conformity 
with  this  recent  declaration  of  its  wilL  It  matters  not 
whether  a  suit  is  brought  against  the  state  to  recover  a  sup- 
VoL.  LIX        21 
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posed  debt,  or  whether  it  is  set  np  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  state  by  way  of  set-off  or  connter-claim,  that  sapposed 
debt  is  certainly  within  the  broad  words  of  the  act,  ^^  all  pri- 
vate claims  and  accounts  against  the  state,"  and  most  there- 
fore be  sulnnitted  to  the  special  tribunal  created  by  it. 

Apart,  however,  from  the  objection  founded  upon  this  stat- 
ute which  makes  the  presentation  of  ^^  all  private  claims  and 
accounts  against  the  state  "  to  the  board  of  audit  a  necessity, 
ihere  is  still  another  and  that  is,  that  there  can  be  found  no 
warrant  for  the  recovery  of  any  such  demands  in  this  court 
either  by  action  against  the  state,  or  by  interposing  the  same 
as  a  set-off  in  one  brought  by  the  state.  In  either,  as  the  aid 
of  the  courts  is  invoked  to  enforce,  as  there  was  in  this  case, 
an  affirmative  claim  against  the  sovereign  power  —  the  state  — 
there  must  be  jurisdiction  expressly  and  plainly  conferred 
to  enable  legal  tribunals  to  pass  upon  such  claim  and  to  ren- 
der judgment  thereon.  This  doctrine,  so  clearly  and  logically 
deducible  from  the  fundamental  thought  that  the  Created 
Being  can  exercise  no  authority  over  its  Creator,  except  what 
the  latter  voluntarily  confers,  has  been  repeatedly  declared  in 
carefully-considered  cases  both  in  this  country  and  in  England, 
to  some  of  which  in  tlus  country  reference  will  now  be  .made. 

In  GimimonwedUh  agt.  MaUaek  (4  DqUam^  803),  an  action 
brought  by  the  state  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  who  had 
been  clerk  to  the  senate  during  several  sessions,  certain  mon- 
eys, which  he  had  received  to  disburse  for  its  contingent 
expenses,  it  was  held  that  no  set-off  could  be  allowed.  On 
the  trial  of  that  action,  ^^  the  defendant  proved  that  he  had 
expended  considerable  more  money  than  he  had  received  for 
the  use  of  the  house ;  and  he  claimed  a  verdict  for  the  amount 
of  his  advances  as  well  as  for  the  additional  compensation 
allowed  by  the  act  of  1794.  But,  after  argument,  the  court 
declared  that  the  defendant  could  not  indirectly  recover  from 
the  state,  a  substantive,  independent  claim  by  way  of  set-off, 
any  more  than  he  could  directly  recover  a  debt  due  from  the 
«tate,  by  bringing  a  suit  against  her.    That  the  present  action 
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was  brought  to  compel  an  account  for  money  received  for  the 
use  of  the  senate,  in  which  the  defendant^  if  he  proved  that 
the  money  received  was  so  applied,  would  be  entitled  to  a 
verdict ;  but  that  even  then,  he  could  not  be  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict for  the  amount  of  his  advances,  which  the  senate  alone 
was  competent  to  allow." 

In  White  et  aH.  agt.  Ths  Oovemor  (18  Alabama^  767),  it 
was  held  that  a  set-off  was  not  allowable  in  an  action  brought 
by  the  state,  and  that  the  general  statutes  in  regard  to  set-off 
were  not  applicable.  The  court  {page  769)  say :  "  By  the 
established  rules  of  interpreting  statutes,  as  recognized  by  the 
common  law,  the  government  would  not  be  embraced  by  those 
statutes,  prescribing  remedies  for  the  citizens,  in  matters  affect- 
ing the  interest  of  the  state,  unless  named  in  the  statute  to  be 
bound,  and  it  has  been  expressly  held  in  England  that  the 
statute  of  set-off  does  not  apply  to  the  government,  although 
that  statute  is  couched  in  as  general  language  as  our  own 
{See  BroonCd  LegcA  Maacvm^P  " 

In  State  agt.  BoMmore  cmd  Ohio  Railroad  Com^pwny  (34 
Ma/ryla/nd,  344),  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  the 
defendant  in  its  second  plea  pleaded  a  set-off  and  a  claim  against 
the  state.  To  this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  the  court 
{page  374)  said :  "  Upon  the  questions  «used  by  the  demurrer 
to  the  second  plea,  we  concur  in  the  ruling  of  the  superior  court. 
In  actions  instituted  by  the  state,  it  is  well  settled  that  no 
right  of  set-off  exists,  unless  in  cases  where  such  defense  is 
expressly  allowed  by  statute,  for  the  reason  that  the  state 
being  sovereign,  is  not  liable  to  be  sued  by  an  individual  or 
corporation." 

It  can  scarcely  be  necessary  to  multiply  authorities  in  sup- 
port of  a  principle,  which,  apart  from  any  decisions,  would 
seem  to  be  elementary.  Commonwealth  agt.  Rodes  (5  T.  B. 
Monroe^  Kentucky  Reports^  page  318);  Ch>evaUier*8  Admm- 
istratars  agt  The  State  (10  Texas,  353),  and  Raymond  agt. 
The  State  (54  Miss.j  562,  aleo  reported  in  the  2Sih  American 
Reports,  382),  are  equally  in  point ;  and  even  though  a  set-off 
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against  the  sovereignty  is  allowed  by  statute  to  be  pleaded, 
the  snpreme  court  of  the  United  States  has  expressly  decided 
{United  States  agt.  JEckfardj  6  WaOaoey  484),  that  ''no  judg- 
ment for  any  ascertained  excess  can  be  rendered  against  the 
government,  although  it  may  be  judicially  ascertained  that,  on 
striking  a  baknce  of  just- demands  the  government  is  indebted 
to  the  defendant  in  such  amount." 

It  will  be  assumed  then  as  well-settled  law,  that  unless  the 
state  has  authorized  a  set-off  of  an  independent  claim  against 
itself  in  an  action  which  it  has  brought,  and  has  further 
authorized  an  affirmative  judgment  therefor,  that  the  judg- 
ment in  this  action  cannot  be  upheld.  So  clear  and  well 
understood  is  this  rule  of  law,  that  it  was  not  disputed  by  the 
learned  counsel  of  the  defendants,  who  insisted  that  the  set-off 
and  judgment  were  authorized  by  3d  Revised  Statutes  {6th 
ed.ypage  860,  eec.  13).    This  position  will  now  be  considered. 

The  statute  relied  upon  is  as  follows ;  "  Every  suit  or  pro- 
ceeding in  a  civil  case  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  people  of 
this  state,  by  any  public  officer  duly  authorized  for  that  pur- 
pose, shall  be  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  law  respecting 
similar  suits  or  proceedings,  when  instituted  by  or  in  the  name 
of  any  citizen,  except  wh^  provision  is  or  shall  be  otherwise 
expressly  made  by  statute ;  and  in  all  such  suits  and  proceed- 
ings the  people  of  this  state  shall  be  liable  to  be  nonsuited, 
and  to  have  judgments  of  non  pros,  or  of  discontinuance 
entered  against  them,  in  the  same  cases,  in  like  manner  and 
with  the  same  effect  as  in  suits  brought  by  citizens,  except 
that  no  execution  shall  issue  therein." 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  provision  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  defines  the  course  of  procedure  in  suits  or  proceed- 
ings by  the  state,  and  also  declares  the  liability  which  the 
state  incurs  by  their  initiation.  The  statute  does  not  say  that 
the  people  incur  the  same  liability  that  a  citizen  does  when  it 
becomes  a  party  plaintiff ,  but  the  "  suit  or  proceeding  *  *  * 
shall  be  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  law  respecting  similar 
suits  or  proceedings,  when  instituted  by  or  in  the  name  of  any 
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citizen ; "  and  then  having  imposed  upon  the  "  snit  or  pro- 
ceeding "  ^^  the  provisionB  of  law  respecting  similar  suits  or 
proceedings "  which  are  instituted  by  the  citizen,  it  plainly 
states  and  defines  the  judgments  which  can  be  rendered  against 
the  state,  among  which  is  not  the  right  to  enter  one  for  an 
independent  and  affirmative  alleged  cause  of  action  against  it, 
but  for  costs  only.  Without  this  or  a  similar  provision  of  law 
no  judgment  whatever  could  be  rendered  against  the  state, 
and  the  authority  conferred  cannot  be  extended.  If  the  argu- 
ment of  defendant's  counsel  is  sound,  that  the  first  provision 
of  the  section  which  has  been  quoted  was  designed  to 
subject  the  state  to  any  liability  which  any  suitor  in  its 
courts  as  plaintiff  incurs,  it  was  easy  so  to  say  in  plain 
words,  and  to  end  the  section  and  sentence  with  that  enunci- 
ation. Instead,  however,  of  doing  so,  in  the  same  sentence, 
upon  the  language  of  which,  in  its  commencement,  the  conn- 
sel  bases  his  argument,  are  added  the  words  which  limit  the 
power  to  enter  judgment  in  the  action  or  proceeding  which 
the  people  initiate.  To  the  extent  of  the  authority  granted, 
the  courts  can  exercise  jurisdiction,  but  beyond  that  they  can- 
not go,  for  they  are  then  interfering  with  sovereign  rights, 
over  which  they  have  no  control. 

In  People  agt.  Brcmdreth  (36  N.  JT.,  191  ;  also  reported 
in  3  Allbotfe  Pr.  Rep.  \N.  /SI],  224),  at  circuit  and  geileral 
term  of  this  court,  it  was  held  ^^  that  in  an  action  by  the  state 
to  recover  money,  no  counter-claim  or  set-off  could  be 
allowed."  The  court  of  appeals,  however,  refused  to  pass 
upon  that  question  and  affirmed  the  prior  decisions  upon  other 
grounds.  The  opinion  of  judge  Hunt,  though  entitled  to 
great  respect,  is  a  dissenting  one,  and  even  he  <}oes  not  under- 
take to  decide  that  a  recovery  can  be  had  against  the  state  for 
any  sum  which  it  may  be  indebted  in  excess  of  its  own 
demand. 

The  result  of  our  examination  is  clear,  that  even  prior  to 
the  act  of  1876,  which  established  a  state  board  of  audit, 
there  was  no  authority  either  by  a  suit  against  the  state,  or  in 
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one  instituted  by  it  to  enforce  a  claim  against  it.  The  argu- 
ment, however,  founded  upon  the  statute  of  1876,  should  not 
be  forgotten.  Even  though  the  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  upon  which  comment  has  been  made,  could  be  so 
strained  as  to  allow  a  demand  against  the  state  to  be  enforced 
as  a  counter-claim,  yet  it  was  capable  of  alteration  and  repeal, 
and  the  simiU^  of  pnH^eediigs  in  suits  and  proceJog^ 
brought  by  the  people  of  the  state,  to  that  in  those  brought 
by  any  citizen,  was  with  the  expressed  exception,  ^^  when  pro- 
yiflion  is  or  shaU  be  otherwise  expressly  made  by  statute." 
That  provision  now  exists,  and  as  has  been  shown  in  the 
beginning  of  this  opinion,  chapter  444  of  the  Laws  of  1876, 
which  creates  a  "State  Board  of  Audit"  for  the  purpose  of 
hearing  and  determining  ''all  private  claims  and  accounts 
against  the  state,"  must  necessarily  remit  to  that  tribunal  the 
counter-claim  of  the  defendants  in  this  action. 

We  are  now  brought  to  the  consideration  of  another  ques- 
tion, and  that  is,  if  this  action  had  be6n  between  private  indi- 
viduals, could  the  judgment  for  the  counter-claim  be  upheld  ? 
This  discussion  will  be  premised  by  a  statement  of  the  case, 
and  its  situation  when  it  went  to  and  passed  from  the  court 
of  appeals. 

The  state,  on  the  9th  day  of  September,  1879,  entered  into 
a  coi)tract  with  Henry  D.  Denison  to  do  certain  work  upon 
the  Erie  canal,  and  to  furnish  the  materials  therefor,  in  which 
the  other  defendants  were  the  partners  of  Denison.  The 
complaint  averred  that  under  that  contract  the  defendant 
should  have  received  only  $74,183.40  ;  that  no  legal  or  valid 
change  or  alteration  of  that  contract  was  ever  made.  That 
at  various  times  between  the  23d  day  of  November,  1869,  and 
1st  day  of  Junei;  1875,  by  false  pretenses  and  false  certificates 
from  resident  and  assistant  engineers,  the  defendants  obtained 
several  hundred  thousand  dollars  from  the  state  in  excess  of 
what  they  were  legally  entitled  to  receive  under  their  con. 
tract.  The  complaint  also  contained  a  distinct  averment  that 
the  "false  certificates  and  vouchers  presented  by  the  defend- 
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ants,  which  were  procured  by  them  from  the  assistant  engineers 
and  resident  engineers,  oj£cers  of  the  state,  *  *  « 
were  procnred  and  obtained  by  the  exercise  of  corrupt  influ- 
ences upon  the  said  officers,  and,  among  other  influences,  by 
inducing  the  said  officers  to  believe  that,  through  the  great 
political  power  and  influence  of  the  defendants  and  their 
friends,  the  said  engineers  would  be  dismissed  if  they  refused 
to  sign  such  certificates  and  vouchers,"  and  it  concluded  with 
a  demand  for  judgment  against  the  defendants,  "  for  the  sum 
of  $419,571,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  1st  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1870,  besides  costs  of  the  action  " 

The  answers  deny  all  fraud,  corruption  and  collusion  of 
every  kind.  They  admit  the  making  of  the  original  contract 
set  out  in  the  complaint,  but  aver  the  legal  performance  of 
work  and  furnishing  of  materials  for  and  to  the  state  to  the 
amount  of  $494,584.05,  in  actual  value,  which  have  been  duly 
accepted  by  it.  The  payments  on  account  thereof  are  detailed, 
and  all  are  averred  to  be  under  legislative  appropriations  made 
for  that  purpose.  Such  payments,  however,  the  answers  claim, 
do  not  liquidate  the  demands  of  defendants  in  f uU,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  $73,674.05  is  charged  to  be  justly  due  and  owing  by  ^ 
the  state  to  the  defendants  on  account  of  the  work  done  and 
materials  furnished  by  them,  for  which  sum,  ^^  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  first  day  of  June,  1875,  with  costs  of  this 
action,"  judgment  is  demanded. 

To  the  answer  of  the  defendants  there  was  a  reply  by  the 
plaintilb,  which  distinctly  put  in  issue  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ants to  recover  the  moneys  set  up  by  way  of  counter-claim, 
and,  also,  the  facts  upon  which  such  right  of  set-o£E  was 
averred  to  exist. 

The  report  of  the  referees,  to  whom  the  action  was  referred 
to  hear  and  decide,  did  not  find  any  fraud,  nor  that  the  state 
had  paid  one  dollar  for  work  or  materials  in  excess  of  their 
actual  value,  but  that  the  alterations  in  the  original  contract, 
requiring  more  work  and  materials  were  contrary  to  law,  and 
that  the  payments  made  on  account  of  such  increased  work 
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and  materials,  amounting  to  $332,926,  conld  be  recovered  by 
tbe  state,  and  that  the  plaintifEs  were  entitled  to  a  judgment 
for  that  sum  against  the  defendanis,  with  interest  from  the 
80th  day  of  August,  1875,  besides  the  costs  of  the  action. 
The  report  further  found  the  sum  of  $387,109.64:  to  be  due 
to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  which  was 
December  28,  1877. 

The  judgment  entered  upon  this  report  was,  as  has  already 
been  stated,  reversed  by  this  court  at  general  term,  and  a  new 
trial  was  ordered,  upon  two  grounds :  First,  that  the  complaint 
being  for  fraud,  the  plaintifb  could  not  maintain  their  action 
without  establishing  it ;  and,  second,  that  the  voluntary  pay- 
ment of  the  money  by  the  state  precluded  its  recovery,  without 
allowing  at  least  the  value  of  the  work  done  and  materi* 
als  furnished,  of  which  the  state  had  the  benefit.  It  then 
became  a  grave  question  for  the  attorney-general  to  decide, 
whether  ho  would  take  a  new  trial  and  endeavor  to  establish 
upon  it  what  the  state,  according  to  the  report  of  the  referees, 
had  failed  to  prove  upon  the  first,  or  whether  he  would  seek 
to  maintain  the  judgment  on  the  ground  upon  which  three 
•  referees  —  learned  and  able  lawyers  —  had  placed  it.  Either 
course  was  perilous.  If  he  had  taken  a  new  trial  and  failed 
to  prove  fraud  as  his  predecessors  had  failed,  he  would  have 
been  subject  to  the  imputation  of  having  needlessly  subjected 
the  state  to  the  expense  of  a  second  trial,  the  necessary  failure 
on  which  had  been  foreshadowed  by  the  result  of  the  first  trial. 
If  he  went  directly  to  the  court  of  appeals  and  gave  the  stipu- 
lation required  by  the  Oode  {section  191),  and  was  there  also 
unsuccessful,  he  was  liable  to  be  censured  for  throwing  away 
the  chance  of  success  by  establishing  fraud  on  the  second  trial. 
By  appealing,  ai^  he  did,  directly  to  the  court  of  appeals,  he 
sought,  in  the  least  expensive  manner,  to  maintain  the  judg- 
ment upon  the  only  ground  on  which  three  able  and  disinter- 
ested professional  men  thought  a  recovery  could  be  had,  and 
thus  avoided  the  large  expenditure  of  retrying  an  issue,  in 
which  they  had  discovered  no  merit. 
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In  the  court  of  appeals  all  the  judges  except  Easl,  J.,  con- 
curred in  the  opinion  of  judge  Folgeb,  "  That  the  cause  of 
action  stated  in  the  complaint  was  one  in  fraud  alone,  and  that 
the  referees  did  not  find  that  there  was  fraud  in  the  transac- 
tion." Two  of  the  judges  (Miller  and  Eabl)  further  con- 
curred with  judge  Folgeb  in  his  opinion,  that  some  of  the 
payments  to  the  defendants  by  the  canal  commissioners  and 
auditor  were  without  authority  of  law,  but  that  the  referees 
erred  in  holding  that  the  state  could  recover  all  the  money 
thus  paid  without  any  allowance  for  the  value  of  the  work 
done,  but  that  there  was  not  a  ratification  by  the  legislature 
of  the  unauthorized  payments.  A  majority  of  the  court 
(Ohueoh,  Ch.  J.,  Bapallo,  Akdbews  and  Danfobth,  J  J.), 
however,  held  that  there  was  a  ratification  by  the  legislature 
by  their  acts  of  the  action  of  the  canal  commissioners  and  the 
auditor  of  the  canal  department  in  making  payment  to  the 
defendants.  Perhaps,  in  view  of  the  conclusion  reached  by 
the  court,  it  ought  further  to  be  said  that  in  no  event  could  a 
recovery  have  been  had  by  the  state  for  the  moneys  volun- 
tarily paid.  If  the  legislature  has  ratified  payments  made  by 
officers  of  the  state,  no  rule  of  law  known  to  us  would  sustain 
an  action  to  compel  their  payment  back  {People  agt.  Stevens 
and  ar8.j  71  Jff.  F.,  627). 

From  the  foregoing  statement  it  appears  that  the  grounds 
upon  which  a  reversal  was  placed  by  a  majority  of  the  court 
were :  1st.  That  the  complaint  was  in  fraud,  and  the  referees 
had  failed  to  find  that  any  was  established ;  and  2d.  That  leg- 
islative enactments  had'  ratified  and  confirmed  the  payments 
made  to  the  defendants.  It  is  clear,  then,  that  the  right  of 
the  defendants  to  a  judgment  against  the  state  for  their 
counter-claim  rests  upon  no  decision  of  any  court,  but  only 
upon  the  stipulation  given  with  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  upon 
the  order  of  the  court  of  appeals  affirming  that  of  the  general 
term,  and  directing  "judgment  absolute  for  the  defendants 
on  stipulation."  It  is  true  that  the  referees  have  found,  and 
ao  the  pleadings,  perhaps,  admit,  that  on  each  payment  made 
Vol.  LIX       22 
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to  the  defendants  on  account  of  thei^work  and  materia!,  fif- 
teen per  cent  was  retained  from  the  amount  certified  to  be 
due  at  the  time  of  the  payment,  and  that  the  aggregate  of  the 
sums  so  retained  with  the  interest  added  is  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  recorded.  But,  while  this  is  true,  it  has  not 
been  decided  by  any  tribunal  whatsoever  that  this  money  can 
be  recovered.  The  power  of  the  state  oj£cers  to  order  the 
work  and  materials  in  excess  of  the  original  contract  was 
denied  by  the  referees,  neither  was  it  affirmed  by  any  court, 
and  the  nearest  approximation  to  the  settling  of  any  principle 
from  which  the  right  of  its  recovery  can  be  deduced  is  to  be 
found  in  the  conclusion  of  a  majority  of  the  judges  of  the 
court  of  appeals,  that  the  acts  of  the  legislature  had  ratified 
the  payments  made  on  account  thereof.  Perhaps  it  would  be 
safe  to  hold  that  legislative  enactments  ratifying  payments 
made  on  account  of  work  and  materials  validate  the  entire 
orders  given  therefor,  but  a  plausible  line  of  argument  can  be 
stated  to  prove  that  when  a  public  officer  exceeds  his  authority 
in  making  a  contract,  and  the  legislature  have  made  appro- 
priations out  of  which  payments  have  been  made  on  account 
thereof,  that  whilst  the  money  actually  paid  cannot  be  recov- 
ered from  the  parties  to  whom  it  was  given,  yet  the  state  has 
incurred  no  liability  for  the  remainder.  Without  deciding 
this  question,  however,  it  may  with  truth  be  repeated  that  the 
liability  of  the  state  for  the  unpaid  sums  has  not  been  adjudi- 
cated, and  that  the  judgment,  were  the  action  one  between 
individual,  must  depend  upon  the  eif ect  of  the  stipulation, 
and  the  order  rendering  judgment  absolute  in  conformity 
therewith. 

Section  191  of  the  Code  provides  that,  ^^  an  appeal  cannot 
be  taken  from  an  order  granting  a  new  trial  on  a  case  or 
exceptions,  unless  the  notice  of  appeal  contains  an  assent  on 
the  part  of  the  appellant,  that  if  the  order  is  affirmed  judgment 
absolute  shall  be  rendered  against  the  appellant."  If  that 
section  is  to  be  construed  as  the  defendants  argue  it  should  be, 
then  in  any  case  where  a  set-off  or  counter-claim  is  set  up  in 
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the  answer^  thongli  notf  preyed  or  thought  of  upon  the  trial 
(and  how  often  tl^t  oosors  in  practice  is  well  known  to  the 
profession),  and  npon  such  trial  the  plaintiff  has  a  recovery, 
which  the  general  term  reverses  on  appeal,  under  a  stipnla- 
tion  of  the  character  given  in  this  case  on  appeal  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  an  affirmance  of  the  order  of  reversal  would  neces- 
sitate a  jud£cment  for  a  counter-claim  which  never  existed, 

answer.  Can  a  construction  which  produces  such  a  result  be 
sound?  Must  a  party  who  seeks  to  review  a  decision  which 
overturns  his  right  to  recover,  take  the  hazard  in  doing  so  of 
paying  a  claim  against  himself,  the  only  existence  of  which  is 
to  be  found  in  the  pleading  2  It  seems  to  me  that  no  such 
result  was  intended  by  our  law-makers,  and  that  a  succeeding 
section,  aa  will  now  be  endeavored  to  be  shown,  removes  the 
difficulty. 

The  one  hundred  and  ninety-fourth  section  of  the  Code  pro- 
vides :  "  The  judgment  or  order  of  the  court  of  appeals  must 
be  remitted  to  the  court  below,  to  be  entered  according  to 
law.  Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order  granting  a  new  trial  on 
a  case,  or  exceptions,  if  the  court  of  appeals  determines  that 
no  error  was  committed  in  granting  the  new  trial,  it  must 
render  judgment  absolute  upon  the  right  of  the  appellant ; 
and  after  its  judgment  has  been  remitted  to  the  court  below, 
an  assessment  of  damages  or  any  other  proceeding,  requisite 
to  render  the  judgment  effectual,  may  be  had  in  the  latter." 
What  does  the  section  mean  ?  The  court  ^^  must  render  judg- 
ment absolute  iipon  the  right  of  the  a/ppdUmtP  Is  there  no 
significance  in  those  words  —  ^^the  right  of  the  appellant!" 
ThQ  court  is  not  to  render  an  absolute  judgment  for  every 
claim  made  by  the  defendant  in  his  pleading,  but  upon  ^^  the 
right  of  the  appellant,"  which  the  appeal  involves  and  which 
the  order  appealed  from  denied  him.  The  affirmance  of  the 
order  need  not  deprive  the  defendant  of  any  set-off  or  coun- 
ter-claim, for  that  may  be  protected  by  the  order  of  the  appel- 
late tribunal,  which  can  make  it  in  such  form,  when  that  is 
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neoessary,  that  the  court  below  may  clirect  ^^  an  assessment  of 
damages,  or  any  other  proceeding,  requisite  to  render  the 
judgment  effectual." 

It  may  be  argued  that  the  view  which  is  taken  in  this 
opinion  differs  from  that  expressed  by  judge  Eabl,  in  Hi^ 
cock  et  al.  agt.  Ha/rria  et  oZ.,  an  unreported  case  recently 
decided  by  the  court  of  appeals,  a  manuscript  copy  of  which 
has  been  furnished  me.  The  plaintiff  in  that  case  sought  to 
recover  upon  an  item  in  an  award  made  in  his  favor.  The 
defendants  in  their  answer  alleged  that  the  award  was  pro^ 
cured  by  the  fraud  of  the  plaintiff,  and  asked  that  the  "award 
be  adjudged  to  be  void,  and  that  the  same  be  vacated  and  set 
aside,  and  that  the  submission  be  declared  to  be  revoked,  and 
that  the  complaint  be  dismissed,  and  that  they  have  judgment 
accordingly."  To  this  answer  there  was  a  reply  denying  the 
facts  upon  which  it  was  based.  The  referee  to  whom  the 
case  was  referred,  reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
general  term  granted  a  new  trial.  On  appeal  to  the  court  of 
appeals  the  order  of  the  general  term  was  affirmed  and  judg- 
ment absolute  ordered  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  Ko  one 
can  doubt  that  the  effect  of  that  order  was  precisely  what 
judge  Eabl,  in  his  manuscript  opinion,  held  it  to  be,  a  judg- 
ment  declaring  the  award  void.  It  was  the  whole  issue  made 
by  the  pleadings,  and  "  judgment  absolute  upon  the  right  of 
the  appellant "  could  mean  only,  what  it  was  held  to  mean  by 
the  appellate  tribunal,  that  the  award  must,  by  the  judgment, 
be  declared  void.  It  is  true  that  the  language  of  the  opinion 
of  judge  Eabl,  taken  literally,  may  be  construed  to  go  much 
further,  but  construed  by  the  facts  of  the  case  in  which  it 
was  used,  it  cannot  be  decisive  of  a  case  like  the  present,  in 
which  the  facts  are  essentially  different,  especially  when  the 
manuscript  report  of  the  case  does  not  show  that  a  majority 
of  the  court  concurred  in  all  the  views  which  the  opinion 
expresses. 

Neither  then,  in  JSiacock  et  al.  agt.  Sixrria  et  dt.^  nor  in 
any  adjudged  case  which  I  have  been  able  to  discover,  has  it 
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been  held  that  where  an  order  granting  a  new  trial  to  the 
defendant  is  affirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals,  that  snch  affirm- 
ance and  the  direction  for  ^^  judgment  absolute  upon  the  right 
of  the  appellant,"  without*  any  further  or  other  direction, 
authorizes  the  clerk  of  the  county,  in  which  judgment  is  to 
be  entered,  to  include  therein  a  demand  made  against  the 
plaintifiE  for  an  independent  claim,  when  the  right  thereto  has 
never  been  adjudicated  in  his  favor,  and  when  no  judgment, 
which  has  been  rendered,  necessarily  involves  its  merits.  So 
to  hold  would,  it  seems  to  me,  often  work  gross  injustice,  and 
such  holding  is  not  required  by  any  language  of  the  Code, 
which  can  readily  and  easily  be  so  interpreted  as  not  to  do 
any  injustice,  and  also  protect  any  valid  demands  which  the 
defendant  may  have  by  way  of  set-off  or  counter-claim. 

This  opinion  has  already  reached  a  length  which  was  not 
intended,  and  the  conclusions  can  be  briefly  stated. 

There  must  be  an  order  vacating  the  judgment  against  the 
state  for  the  reasons :  1st.  That  the  defendants  cannot  obtain 
a  judgment  for  any  debt  or  claim  against  it  in  this  court. 
2d.  There  is  no  judgment  or  order  of  any  court  warranting 
or  directing  it. 

Yarious  other  points  were  made  and  discussed  by  the  attor- 
ney-general upon  this  motion,  which  have  not  been  considered, 
because  the  result  of  our  deliberation,  just  stated,  has  made 
the  examination  thereof  unnecessary. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
The  People  ex  rd.  Eliza  A.  G.  Wabd  agt  Samuel  Wabd. 

HabeoB  corpus —  itihere  and  to  whom  appUcatum  for  the  writ,  in  hehaJ^  of 
wife  Imng  in  a  stats  of  separation  from  her  hueba/nd,  respecting  ihe 
eustod§f  of  a  mirior  child  must  be  modem 

The  supreme  court  at  chambers  or  a  coimty  judge  has  not  jurisdiction  to 
grant  a  writ  of  habeas  copus  upon  the  application  of  a  wife,  living  in  a 
state  of  seiMiration  from  her  husband,  respecting  the  custody  of  a  minor 
child. 

The  writ  is  founded  upon  8  Revised  Statutes  {Ba/nM  6<A  ed,  page  168), 
and  the  application  mtuit  be  made  to  the  sfupreme  courts  and  it  must  be 
not  only  granted  by,  but  returnable  before  the  supreme  court, 

Onondaga  Special  TenUy  Jam,ua/ry^  1879. 

Motion  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

The  petition  of  Eliza  A.  G.  Ward  showed  that  she  was  the 
wife  of  Samuel  Ward.  She  and  her  husband  were  living  in 
a  state  of  separation  without  being  divorced ;  there  was  one 
minor  child  of  such  marriage  aged  abont  seven  months ; 
that  her  husband  had  treated  her  cruelly  and  ejected  her  from 
the  house,  refusing  to  allow  her  to  return  or  to  give  her  the 
custody  of  the  child,  &c.,  and,  therefore,  prayed  that  the  writ 
might  issue. 

Oswald  Prentiss  Bachus^  for  the  motion,  argued  in  reply 
to  the  objection  of  the  court :  That  the  writ  was  founded 
upon  the  provisions  of  3  Eevised  Statutes  {Ba/nhi  6^  ed.^ 
page  163) ;  that  the  application  must  be  made  to  the  supreme 
couirt,  and  that  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  at  chambers,  or 
a  county  judge,  had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  writ,  and  that 
it  must  be  not  only  granted  by,  but  returnable  before  the 
supreme  court  {People  agt.  Humphrey^  24  Barbov/r^  521 ;  1 
CrcuTjfs  PracUce^  390). 
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NoxoN,  J.  —  After  considering  the  provisionfi  of  3  Bevised 
Statutes,  163,  and  People  agt.  Humphrey  (24  Barbowr^  521), 
I  am  now  of  the  opinion  that  the  writ  can  be  granted  only  by 
the  court. 

Motion  granted. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
St.  John  agt.  Swbeket. 

Fofiiiy  1000—  viha^  toould  de  a  proper  or  improper  use  qf,  ru4  to  be  decided 

upon  affidavits. 

Without  an  agreement  between  the  owners  of  property,  allowing  them, 

windows  have  no  proper  place  in  a  party  walL 
Whether  the  erection  of  fire  escapes  by  the  defendant  would  be  an 

improper  use  of  the  party  wall,  qtuBre, 
Upon  disputed  facts,  and  especially  such  an  one  as  the  existence  of  an 

agreement  as  to  the  mode  of  use  of  a  party  waU  for  all  time,  the  only 

evidence  thereof  being  acts  of  parties,  the  court  will  not  decide  on 
'  ex  parte  affidavits. 

Special  Termj  September^  1879. 

Motion  to  continue  injunction. 

A.  J.  DiUenhoffe/r^  for  plaintifE. 

Fa»  Derpody  Cheen  <&  Oumming,  for  defendant. 

Westbbook,  J. — Nothing  in  the  shape  of  a  formal  discus- 
sion of  the  interesting  questions  in  this  cause  will  be  attempted, 
but  a  simple  statement  of  points  will  be  given. 

1st  Without  an  agreement  between  the  owners  of  property, 
allowing  them,  windows  have  no  proper  place  in  a  party  wall. 
This  is  evident  from  the  uses  and  objects  of  party  walls,  with 
which  use  windows  are  inconsistent.  !No  written  contract 
allowing  them  to  be  placed  in  the  wall  between  the  property 
of  the  parties,  and  to  be  there  continued  unobstructed  is 


176  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Wright  agU  Wright. 

shown,  but  the  existence  thereof  is  argued  from  certain  acts 
and  conduct  of  the  owners  of  the  property,  and  the  court  is 
asked,  on  a  motion,  to  infer  due  execution  of  such  an  agree- 
ment. The  drawing  of  such  an  inference  previous  to  a  trial, 
upon  facts  of  at  least  doubtful  signification,  would,  it  seems 
to  me,  be  a  departure  from  well  settled  rules  of  equity 
practice. 

2d.  There  is  not  suflScient  proof  before  me  to  justify  the 
holding  on  a  motion,  that  the  erection  of  fire  escapes  by  the 
defendant  would  be  an  improper  use  of  the  party  wall. 

3d.  It  is  better  that  this  case  go  to  a  trial,  when  the  facts 
can  be  ascertained  and  settled.  If  the  plaintiff  succeeds,  the 
erection  of  the  defendant  can  be  readily  removed,  and,  as  it 
eeems  to  me,  her  damages  leadUy  and  easily  ascertained. 

Upon  disputed  facts,  and  especially  such  an  one  as  the 
existence  of  an  agreement  as  to  the  mode  of  use  of  a  party 
wall  for  all  time,  the  only  evidence  thereof  being  acts  of 
parties,  it  would  be  unsafe  to  decide  on  ex  parte  affidavits. 
The  order  to  continue  the  injunction  is  denied,  with  costs  of 
motion  to  abide  event. 


SUPREME  OOtJRT. 


HsNBiBTTA  H.  Wbight  agt.  B.  HuNTiNOTosr  Wbight  and 

James  H.  Sbables. 

TenamU  in  common — BwUee^  take  by  statute  cu  tenomU  in  common  unless  it 
is  expresBly  declared  to  be  in  Joint  tenaney —  the  right  to  an  accounting 
hetween  tenants  in  common  and  to  charge  whateeer  has  been  received  from 
the  propcr^f  bg  one  mors  than  his  moielif  upon  his  thare  a»  a  Hen. 

Heniy  Huntington  died  in  1846  leaving  a  will  whereby  he  gave  to  hlB 
daughter,  Henrietta  D.  Wright,  the  use  or  income  of  a  certdn  share  of 
his  real  and  personal  property,  to  have  and  to  hold  for  her  life,  and  at 
her  decease  the  said  share  was  to  go  absolutely  to  her  heirs.  The  said 
Henrietta  B.  Wright  died  in  1865  leaving  two  children,  to  wit,  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Wright.    By  the  will  of  their  grandfather 
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the  executors  and  trustees  were  empowered  to  sell,  convey  and  pay 
over  and  transfer  to  the  different  devisees  their  share  or  portion.  These 
children  took  equally,  share  and  share  alike.  In  1866  and  1868  the 
executors  transferred  real  and  personal  property  to  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  Wright,  jointly.  B.  N.  Huntington  was  the  acting  trustee 
and  executor.  Some  seven  or  eight  years  ago  accounting  proceedings 
were  had  and  it  was  found  that  there  was  still  coming  to  plaintiff  and 
defendant  Wright  from  their  grandfather's  estate  $190,000.  The  said 
executor,  B.  N.  Huntington,  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  in  1876,  and  a  kffge  portion  of  the  property  so  assigned  by  him 
comprised  the  property  of  the  grandfather's  estate.  All  of  this  prop- 
erty, both  real  and  personal  (with  some  exceptions  of  minor  importance), 
was  transferred  by  B.  N.  Huntington's  assignee  to  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  Wright,  jointly,  in  part  payment  of  what  was  still  coming  to 
them  under  the  wilL  The  defendant  Wright,  from  time  to  time, 
received  the  proceeds  from  the  joint  sales  of  the  property,  which  came 
to  him  and  plaintiff  as  tenants  in  common  from  their  grandfather's 
estate,  and  from  the  bonds,  mortgages  and  contracts,  the  plaintiff  unit- 
ing in  the  deeds,  and  in  some  instances  uniting  with  the  defendant  in 
satisf  jring  mortgages  that  had  been  paid  to  the  defendant  -Wright,  but 
it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  defendant  should  account  to 
the  plaintiff  on  final  settlement  for  all  the  moneys  received  by  him  from 
this  property  held  by  them  as  tenants  in  common,  and  that  when  they 
received  what  they  could  from  the  estate  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  her 
share  on  final  settlement  of  the  property  which  came  to  them  from  their 
grandfather's  estate.  The  defendant  Wright  has  received  from  this 
joint  property  about  the  sum  of  $326,888,  and  has  paid  over  to  the 
plaintiff  not  to  exceed  $9,000.  There  is  still  remaining  of  this  property, 
which  stands  in  the  name  of  plaintiff  and  defendant  Wright,  real  estate 
of  the  value  of  about  $95,000,  and  personal  property  contracts,  &c.,  to 
the  amount  of  about  $10,000.  On  the  14th  day  of  January,  1878,  the 
defendant  Wright  made  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors to  the  defendant  Searles,  who  has  qualified  and  is  now  acting  as 
such  assignee,  and  said  assignee  now  claims  to  hold  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  one-half  part  of  all  the  real  and  personal  property  now  remain- 
ing in  the  name  of  plaintiff  and  his  assignor  the  defendant  Wright 
In  an  action  brought  by  plaintiff  for  an  accounting  and  to  have  the 
property  undisposed  of  set  apart  to  the  plaintiff,  or  that  her  half  of 
what  the  defendant  might  have  disposed  of  be  declared  a  lien  on  the 
legal  estate  of  Wright  or  his  assignee  in  the  balance: 
BM,  fint,  that  where  tenants  in  conmion  sell  and  convey  property  and 
one  receives  the  entire  purchase-money  the  other  can  maintain  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  to  recover  his  proportion  of  the  price.    So 
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he  can  to  recover  his  share  of  the  rents  received  by  the  cotenant,  but 
that  will  not  bar  his  remedy  for  an  equitable  adjustment  and  lien. 

Second,  That  an  action  of  account  will  lie  in  this  case.  That  action  is  in 
its  nature  equitable,  althou^^  given  by  statute;  it  was  before  and  still 
is  a  matter  of  equitable  cognizance.  It  involves  the  idea  of  agency,  an 
implied  trust,  and  whatever  remedy  is  appropriate  in  such  an  action 
can  be  invoked  hereby  by  the  plaintiff. 

Third.  That  the  subject  of  the  tenancy  was  the  undivided  share  of  the 
two  in  the  estate  of  their  grandfather,  and  the  fact  that  it  was  handed 
over  to  them  in  different  parcels  or  by  different  instruments  does  not 
change  the  subject  of  the  tenancy.  The  whole  is  to  be  considered  one 
subject 

Fburth.  That  the  plaintiff  has  an  equitable  lien  on  the  share  of  her  brother, 
the  defendant  Wright,  in  the  balance  as  it  now  exists  for  her  share  of 
what  her  brother  has  received  in  excess  of  her. 

Fffth.  The  rights  of  the  assignee  of  defendant  Wright  are  no  greater  than 
the  rights  of  the  latter  would  be.  The  assignee  takes  subject  to  all 
equities  of  third  persons. 

Utica  Special  Term^  November^  1 879. 

W.  E.  ScTvptwte^  for  plaintiff. 

I.  The  rale  is  bo  well  established  that  the  defendant  Searles 
in  this  action  can  take  no  greater  rights  than  the  defendant 
Wright  had  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  takes  subject 
to  all  the  equities  between  the  parties,  that  we  will  not  tres- 
pass upon  the  court  by  citing  cases  on  that  point. 

II.  Devisees  take  by  statute  as  tenants  in  common  unless  it 
is  expressly  declared  to  be  in  joint  tenancy  (3  Memsed  Statutes^ 
page  14,  eee.  44  [5^  ^.]). 

III.  The  right  of  an  accounting  is  fully  recognized  by  courts 
of  equity  in  case  of  partners  and  tenants  jn  common'  (2  Van 
Samimoord^e  JSgrmtyy  163, 165).  Same  volume  {page  160)  the 
learnt  writer  says :  ^^An  action  for  an  accounting  between 
partners,  principal  and  factor,  tenants  in  common  and  joint  ten- 
ants, and  in  a  great  variety  of  other  cases  which  it  would  be 
impossible  to  mention,  is  a  well-defined  branch  of  equity  juris- 
prudence." In  suits  in  equity  the  court  administers  relief 
according  to  its  own  notions  of  equity  (4  Barhoiirj  229).  The 
case  of  Van  Horn  agt.  Fonda  (5  JohneorUe  Chancery^  406)  is 
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a  strong  case  showing  the  duties  and  high  obligations  that 
exist  between  claimants  of  a  common  subject  and  that  an 
equitable  adjustment  will  always  be  granted. 

IV.  In  NiocH  agt  Mitmford  (4  JohnaorC^  Chancery y  626) 
it  was  held  that  part  owners  of  a  ship  would  be  treated  as 
partners  as  to  the  freight  and  cargo  and  have  a  lien  thereon 
for  any  balance  due  on  account  thereof,  but  would  not  have  a 
lien  upon  the  ship  itself.  The  case  just  referred  to  is  over- 
ruled by  the  case  of  Dunhxmh  agt.  Dams  (8  Ba/rJxni/r^  90,  94) 
where  it  was  held  that  the  lien  existed  as  to  both  vessel  and 
freight  whether  they  were  considered  as  tenants  in  common 
or  as  partners.  In  Williams  agt.  Lamrenoe  (53  Barhowr, 
324)  it  was  held  that  an  accounting  could  be  had  between  the 
owners  of  a  ship  and  cargo.  Bnchan  agt.  Sumner  (2  Bar- 
haw^s  Cha/noertfj  167)  holds  the  rule  to  be  that  under  the 
New  York  statutes  where  real  estate  is  purchased  with 
partnership  funds  the  partners  take  as  tenants  in  common  of 
the  legal  title ;  that  such  real  estate  is,  in  equity,  chargeable 
with  the  firm  debts  first.  Second,  with  any  balance  which  may 
be  found  due  from  one  copartner  to  the  other,  and,  Third ;  that 
the  separate  creditors  of  either  can  take  nothing  until  such 
equitable  adjustment  {8ame  rule  restated  at  page  336  sa/ms 
vol/ume  /  see^  also^  CoUwmb  agt.  Read^  24  If.  Z".,  505).  The 
moment  a  partnership  ceases  the  partners  become  tenants  in 
common  of  the  property,  and  although  they  are  then  tenants 
in  common  of  the  property  the  same  equitable  rights  of  an 
accounting  exist,  thus  showing  that  tenants  in  common  stand 
on  a  footing  with  partners  {GoUyer  on  Pa/rim^rship^  sec,  645 ; 
2  Baai.^  625). 

Y.  In  this  state  the  right  to  an  accounting  between  tenants 
in  common  and  to  charge  whatever  has  been  received  from 
the  property  by  one  more  than  his  moiety  upon  his  share  as 
a  lien  is  fully  settled.  The  first  leading  case  is  Hcmnan  agt. 
Oshom  (4  Paige  Chancery  Reports^  336)  where  it  was  held 
that  one  co-tenant  has  an  equitable  lien  upon  the  other's  inter- 
est in  the  property  where  he  had  collected  more  than  his 
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BhAre  of  the  rents,  and  that  it  was  enforceable  against  the 
same.  In  Soott  agt.  Ouemaey  (60  Barb.^  165)  one  of  the 
tenants  in  common  received  all  of  the  rents  of  certain  real 
estate  for  a  period  of  thirty  years,  or  thereabouts,  and  the 
court  held  that  the  rents  were  a  lien  upon  the  share  or  inter- 
est of  the  co-tenant  who  had  received  them ;  it  was  also  held 
that  the  co-tenant  receiving  the  rents  was  liable  to  pay  interest 
on  the  same.  The  court,  at  page  178  of  this  case,  say :  '^  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  accounting  ordered  between  these 
tenants  in  common  was  proper  in  this  case.  This  is  not  the 
statutory  proceeding  for  partition  but  a  suit  in  equity,  and, 
therefore,  as  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
and  the  parties  in  interest,  it  is  in  accordance  with  a  well- 
established  rule  that  it  should  do  complete  justice  between 
the  parties  by  disposing  of  all  questions  between  them  in 
relation  to  the  land  and  its  use.  In  the  language  of  judge 
Stoby,  ''the  jurisdiction  having  once  righfully  attached  it 
shall  be  made  effectual  for  the  purposes  of  complete  relief." 
This  case  is  affirmed  in  48  N.  Z.,  107. 

VI.  Three  Eevised  Statutes  {page  89, 9eo,  9  [6^  ed.'])  reads 
as  follows :  ''  One  joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common  may  main- 
tain an  action  of  account,  for  money  had  and  received, 
against  his  co-tenant  for  receiving  more  than  his  just  propor- 
tion." The  remedy  given  by  this  statute  to  one  tenant  in 
common  against  another  is  cumulative  and  does  not  bar  an 
equitable  adjustment  and  accounting  for  moneys  received  for 
or  on  account  of  the  property  {Scott  agt.  Ouemaey^  48  iT.  Z"., 
107).  This  statute  applies  to  cases  when  rent  or  payment  in 
money,  or  in  kind,  due  in  respect  of  the  property  is  received 
from  a  third  party  by  one  co-tenant  who  retains  for  his  own 
use  the  whole  or  more  than  his  proportion  {Dresser  agt. 
Dresser^  40  Barh.<,  304).  It  wiU  be  observed  from  the 
foregoing  cases  that  courts  of  equity  hold  that  a  co-tenant's 
interest  in  lands  that  remain  at  the  time  a  bill  is  filed  for  an 
accounting  and  relief  is  subject  to  a  lien  for  any  and  all 
moneys  he  has  received  from  the  property  held  in  common. 
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Take,  for  an  example,  '^  the  case  of  rents  received ;  it  is  made 
a  charge  upon  the  land  out  of  which  they  are  derived  and 
directly  upon  that  tenant's  share  who  has  received  the  money, 
although  the  rents  are  proceeds  from  the  entire  lands.  If 
this  is  so,  would  there  be  equity  in  the  position  that  moneys 
received  from  sales  of  part  of  the  property  itself  should  not 
be  a  lien  upon  the  share  of  the  tenant  that  had  received  the 
proceeds  of  the  sales  ? 

YII.  One  tenant  in  common  cannot  receive  more  than  his 
own  moiety  or  share  of  the  property  {Stevens  agt.  ItugleSj 
6  Mason  [  U.  5.]  Reports^  221),  therefore  we  go  further  in 
this  case  than  the  question  of  lien  and  claim  that  the  defendant 
"Wright  has  received  more  than  his  moiety  or  jast  proportion 
of  all  the  property  that  came  to  plaintiff  and  defendant  from 
their  grandfather's  estate ;  and  if  he  has  then  he  has  no  real 
interest  in  the  property  that  now  remains,  and  that  the  appa- 
rent interest  of  the  defendants  in  this  property  in  question 
should  be  conveyed  to.  the  plaintiff.  We  take,  also,  the  posi- 
tion, and  believe  it  to  be  just,  that  if  Mr.  Wright  or  his 
assignee  should  file  a  bill  they  would  not  be  entitled  to  hold 
any  part  of  this  property  as  against  the  plaintiff. 

YIIL  There  is  still  another  view  of  this  case  favorable  to 
the  plaintiff.  It  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  when 
they  had  received  what  they  could  from  their  grandfather's 
estate  there  was  to  be  an  accounting  and  plaintiff  was  to  have 
her  share  of  the  entire  property ;  under  the  agreement  the 
defendant  has  received  and  the  plaintiff  has  performed,  and 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  what  property  there  remains  con- 
veyed to  her.  On  the  point  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to 
compel  a  spedfio  performance  we  cite  LobdeO,  agt.  I/Hh 
ddL  (83  J5Sw.,  847);  2  Story  Eqvdty  Jurisdiction,  747. 
Equity  will  sometimes  refuse  specific  performance  on  the 
ground  of  laches  and  great  delay,  but  not  when  the  delay  is 
by  common  consent  and  has  occasioned  no  injury  to  the  party 
complaining  {Leaird  agt.  Snvith,  44  N.  y.,  619),  and  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  subject  relate  to  real  or  personal  estate 
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(1   Madd.   Chancery  Practioey  295;  2  Story,  sec.  717;  1 
Vem.,  169). 

IX.  The  defendantB  claim  that  this  property  came  to  these 
parties  at  different  periods  and  is,  therefore,  independent 
and  separate  and  not  one  subject  We  answer  that  it  is  an 
entirety ;  that  the  property  all  came  from  one  common  source ; 
that  it  all  came  by  virtue  of  their  grandfather's  will,  and  that 
all  of  it  was  from  the  estate  of  Henry  Huntington,  and^ing 
a  common  subject  and  there  being  community  of  interest  it 
cannot  be  separated;  and  the  fact  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  that  there  was  to  be  an  account- 
ing, <fec.,  when  they  had  received  what  they  could  from  their 
grandfather's  will  makes  this  one  entire  transaction ;  therefore 
we  respectfully  submit  that  as  the  account  between  the  parties 
has  already  been  established  in  this  court  that  the  plaintiff 
havQ  judgment  that  all  of  the  property  belongs  to  her  and 
that  a  conveyance  be  decreed,  or  that  the  moneys  which  have 
been  received  by  the  defendant  Wright  more  than  his  share 
be  charged  to  him,  and  that  the  same  be  declared  a  lien  upon 
the  defendants'  interest  in  the  property  and  the  property  sold 
and  the  proceeds  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff. 

AdamSj  Swam  (b  DooUtUsy  for  defendant  Searles. 

Dermison  dk  Eoerett^  for  defendant  Wright. 

Mebwin,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Wright  are 
the  children  and  only  issue  of  Henrietta  D.  Wright,  who  was 
a  daughter  of  Henry  Huntington,  who  died  in  October,  1846. 
He  left  a  will  by  which,  after  providing  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts  and  a  specific  devise  to  his  son,  Benjamin,  he  directed 
that  all  the  rest  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  be  divided 
into  live  equal  parts,  and  one  of  such  parts  he  gave  and 
devised  to  his  executors  in  trust  to  receive  the  rents,  profits 
and  income  thereof  and  apply  the  same  to  the  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use  of  his  daughter,  the  said  Henrietta  D.  Wright,  during 
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W  life,  and  at  her  death  he  gave  and  devifled  the  Baid  part  to 
her  issue,  in  equal  proportidns,  absolutely.     The  executors 
had  full  power  to  sell  and  convey  any  of  the  real  estate.    Mrs. 
Wright  died  on  23d  September,  1865.    Thereafter,  and  in 
JaDuary,  1866,  the  said  executors  made  a  transfer  of  divers 
penonal  securities,  amounting  to  about  $28,000,  to  the  plain- 
tiff uid  said  B.  Huntington  Wright  on  account  of  their  share 
in  the  estate ;  also  another  transfer  of  securities,  as  of  June  1, 
1866,  of  about  $12,000 ;  also  a  like  transfer  in  August,  1868, 
of  ab«ut  $17,000 ;  also  a  conveyance  of  divers  parcels  of  real 
estate  in  July,  1866,  in  value  then  about  $42,000.    After  this 
there  was  a  proceeding  instituted  in  the  surrogate's  court 
agains.  Benjamin  K.  Huntington,  then  sole  executor,  for  an 
accoundng  which  resulted  in  a  decree  which,  among  other 
things,  adjudged  that  there  was  due  to  plaintiff  and  her 
brother  from  the  executor,  on  account  of  their  said  share, 
about  tldO,000.    Huntington  then  made  a  general  assign- 
ment fa*  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  under  this  the 
assignee  made   several   transfers   to  the  plaintiff  and  her 
brother  cf  real  and  personal  property  in  part  payment  of  their 
judgmeit. 

All  of  these  transfers  and  conveyances  were  made  to  the 
plaintiff  aid  her  brother  together,  so  that  their  legal  estate  in 
the  property  transferred  in  each  case  was  that  of  tenants  in 
common.  The  instruments  were  of  different  dates  and  from 
different  prsons,  but  were  all  made  and  received  towards  the 
payment  cf  the  same  claim,  that  is,  the  share  of  plaintiff  and 
her  brothe*  in  their  grandfather's  estate.  To  that  extent  all 
the  propery  was  derived  {rom  the  same  source. 

The  plaiitiff  and  her  brother  lived  together,  and  the  latter 
has  always  had  the  management  of  the  property  as  it  was 
from  time  o  time  conveyed  to  them.  Nearly  all  of  the  secu- 
rities transerred  to  them  in  1866  and  1868  have  been  con- 
verted intomoney  by  him  and  he  has  used  the  proceeds  for 
his  own  benefit ;  she  sometimes  joined  in  the  execution  of  dis- 
charges of  nortgages.    Much  of  the  real  estate  was  sold,  he 
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doing  the  busiiieBS  and  receiving  the  money  and  she  joining 
with  him  in  the  deeds.  She  received  from  him  at  the  rate  oi 
about  $600  a  year,  which  apparently  wonld  be  mnch  less  than 
half  the  income.  Evidently  she  knew  he  received  the  mon^y, 
bnt  what  he  did  with  it  I  think  it  does  not  appear  that  she 
knew.  She  knew  that  he  had  it  and  used  it.  This  she 
assented  to.  She  probably  did  not  know  the  extent  to  wliich 
he  was  using-  it.  There  seems  to  have  been  no  deinite 
arrangement  between  them  about  the  management  or  dspo- 
sition  of  the  property.    It  seems,  however,  to  have  been 

understood  between  them  that  when  the  estate  was  ^ttled 

* 

they  should  then  have  an  accounting  between  themselvM  and 
would  divide  up.  She,  for  the  time  being,  trusted  eveifthing 
to  her  brother. 

Matters  ran  along  in  this  way  till  after  the  transfer  from 
the  assignee  of  the  executor,  when  B.  Huntington  Wright 
failed  and  made  a  general  assignment  to  the  defendantSearles. 
I  infer  that  more  than  one-half  in  the  aggregate  of  tke  prop- 
erty has  been  disposed  of  by  B.  Huntington  Wright  and  the 
proceeds  applied  to  his  own  use,  and  the  question  is^vhether 
the  plaintifi  can,  in  effect,  have  the  balance  for  or  or  accoant 
of  her  share.  This  action  is  brought  for  an  accountiig  and  to 
have  the  property  undisposed  of  set  apart  to  the  plaintiff, 
or  that  her  half  of  what  the  defendant  Wright  ha<  disposed 
of  be  declared  a  lien  on  the  legal  estate  of  Wriiit  or  his 
assignee  in  the  balance. 

Where  tenants  in  common  sell  and  convey  pr^rty  and 
one  receives  the  entire  purchase-money  the  other  tsan  main- 
tain an  action  for  nofbney  had  and  received  to  recovir  his  pro- 
portion of  the  price  {Coles  agt.  ColeSj  15  Johns,^  ^9) ;  so  he 
could  to  recover  his  share  of  the  rents  received  bythe  co-ten- 
ant (1.  R,  S.,  750,  sec.  9;  211.  S.  [6th  ed],  11311  but  that 
would  not  bar  his  remedy  for  an  equitable  adju4ment  and 
lien  {Scott  agt.  Chiemseyy  48  If.  JT.,  124).  The*Btiute  above 
cited  gave  an  action  of  account  or  for  money  had  atl  received 
against  a  co-tenant  for  receiving  more  than  his  just  [roportion. 
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The  statute  does  not  say  of  what  it  shall  be  the  just  propor- 
tion, but  it  is  left  to  apply  generally  to  whatever  is  the  subject 
of  the  tenancy.  £very  case  in  which  a  tenant  in  common 
receives  more  than  his  just  share  is  within  the  statute ;  a  simi- 
lar statute  in  England  is  so  construed  {Henderson  agt.  £!ason^ 
9  Mifflish  Lorn  and  Equity  Eqp.^  840). 

I  have  no  doubt  an  action  of  account  will  lie.  That  action 
is,  jn  its  nature,  equitable;  although  given  by  statute  it  was 
before,  and  still  is,  a  matter  of  equitable  cognizance  (1  Story^a 
Equity^  sees.  446,  466).  It  involves  the  idea  of  agency,  an 
implied  trust,  and  whatever  remedy  is  appropriate  in  such  an 
action  can  be  invoked  here  by  the  plaintiff. 

A  more  difficult  question  to  determine  is,  what  shall  be 
considered  the  subject  of  the  tenancy. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant,  the  assignee,  that  the  prop- 
erty conveyed  by  each  instrument  must  be  considered  by 
itself,  and  that  plaintiff's  rights  or  wrongs,  with  reference  to 
the  property  in  one  instrument,  cannot  be  remedied  by  seizing 
upon  the  property  derived  through  another  conveyance  and 
that  esp^ially  what  was  conveyed  by  the  assignee  of  the 
executor  in  payment  of  the  judgment  cannot  be  affected  by 
the  state  of  accounts  existing  before  then  between  the  parties. 

By  the  tenor  of  the  will  the  share  to  the  income  of  which 
Mrs.  Wright  was  entitled,  during  her  life,  passed  at  her  death 
to  her  issue  in  the  same  manner  as  it  would  had  she  been  the 
absolute  owner  and  died  intestate.  The  share,  therefore, 
vested  in  them  as  tenants  in  common,  at  common  law  as  to 
the  real  estate,  they  would  have  been  coparceners.  The  share 
was  an  unit.  In  process  of  collection  it  was  divided  into 
parts,  such  division  not  being  occasioned  by  any  particular 
act  of  the  owners  but  by  the  exigencies  of  collection.  The 
title  of  the  whole  share  vested  at  the  death  of  the  mother, 
but  the  possession  was  not  acquired  only  as,  from  time  to  time, 
the  transfers  were  made  from  the  executors  or  those  who 
represented  them.  There  was  no  division  or  settlement 
between  the  tenants ;  that  was,  by  mutual  understanding,  put 
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off  until  the  estate  was  settled,  until  the  whole  share  was 
reduced  to  possession,  or  so  much  thereof  as  was  coUectibla 
It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  subject  of  the  tenancy  was 
the  undivided  share  of  the  two  in  the  estate  of  their  grands 
father  and  that  the  fact  that  it  was  handed  over  to  them  in 
different  parcels  or  by  different  instruments  does  not  change 
the  subject  of  the  tenancy.  The  whole  is  to  be  considered 
one  subject. 

The  question  then  is,  what  are  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  balance  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  tenancy. 

A  partner  has  a  lien  upon  all  the  property  of  the  partner* 
ship  for  the  balance  due  him  on  a  final  settlement  between 
the  partners  (1  Story  Eq,^  675 ;  Buckan  agt.  Sumner^  2  Bwrb. 
Chy.^  197,  200).  The  basis  of  this  lien  is  an  implied  trust  or 
pledge  (2  Story^s  Eq.^  see.  1243).  The  whole  partnership 
estate  is  considered  as  set  apart  and  held  not  only  to  pay  the 

the  ultimate  balance  due  to  him  for  his  own  share  of  the 
partnership  effects. 

A  tenant  in  common  has  a  lien  upon  the  share  or  interest 
of  any  co-tenant  for  any  rents  that  may  be  due  from  such 
co-tenant  {SooU  agt.  Chiemsey,  48  JV.  F.,  124 ;  S.  C,  60  ifarJ., 
180 ;  ffcmrum  agt.  Osborne^  4  Paige^  848),  The  reason  for 
this  rule  is  not  given  in  the  cases  dted.  The  increase  or  rents 
are  common  property  as  much  as  the  principal  or  the  original 
estate.  When  one,  therefore,  takes  of  the  increase  or  rents 
he  takes  a  part  of  the  common  fund  or  property,  and  it  may 
well  be  said  that  there  is  on  his  part  an  implied  agreement  to 
have  what  he  has  received  applied  on  his  share,  or  that  on 
division  he  will  bring  it  in,  to  the  end  that  it  may  be  charged 
to  him  on  division,  and  that  a  court  of  equity  works  out  this 
result  through  the  operation  of  an  equitable  lien. 

If  two  persons  jointly  purchase  an  estate  and  pay  unequal 
proportions  of  the  purchase-money  and  take  the  conveyance 
in  their  joint  names  they  are  deemed  to  purchase  as  in  the 
nature  of  partners,  and  to  intend  to  hold  the  estate  in  proper- 
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tion  to  the  sums  which  each  has  advanced  (2  Story^s  Equity^ 
see.  1206). 

Coming  down  to  the  present  case  I  don't  think  it  can  be 
said  that  the  plaintiff  on  any  occasion  when  she  joined  with 
her  brother  in  the  transfer  or  conveyance  of  any  of  the  prop- 
erty sold  her  interest  in  the  property  then  conveyed  to  her 
brother.  She  never  treated  him  as  purchaser  of  her  interest, 
or  trusted  to  his  credit  for  her  proportion.  He  was  her  agent 
in  the  management,  and  it  was  his  daty  either  to  invest  in 
their  joint  names  over  again  or  to  charge  to  his  own  share. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  any  intention  on  the  part  of  either 
that  she  should  release  her  daim  on  the  whole  for  her  share. 
There  was  not  only  a  community  of  interest  between  the  two 
but  the  relation  of  agency  also  existed,  and,  therefore,  all 
intendments  would  be  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  True  the 
plaintiff  assented  to  her  brother  receiying  the  proceeds  of  the 
sales  or  collections,  but  with  the  idea  that  when  the  estate 
was  settled  she  should  receive  her  share  of  the  whole,  at 
the  least,  the  contrary  cannot  be  inferred.  No  release  of  any 
equitable  right  she  might  have  had  should  be  inferred.  A 
vendor's  lien  for  the  purchase-money  is  not  waived  unless 
security  is  taken.  So  the  plaintiff's  lien  in  equity,  if  she  had 
one,  should  not  be  deemed  waived  in  absence  of  ph>of  show- 
ing any  intention  to  waive  it. 

Take  the  case  of  the  large  judgment,  I  see  nothing  in  the 
way  of  plaintiff  claiming  that  the  entire  consideration  of  that 
judgment  was,  in  fact,  hers,  and  that  as  between  her  and  her 
brother  she  would  be  entitled  to  have  whatever  was  received 
on  it.  This  would  fall  within  the  rule  as  to  purchasers  of 
property  furnishing  the  consideration  in  unequal  proportions. 
Nor  do  I  see  why  the  logic  of  the  rule  giving  a  lien  for  rents 
would  not  apply  and  with  greater  force  to  the  receiving  of  a 
portion  of  the  body  of  the  estate.  If  B.  Huntington  Wright 
has  received  from  the  subject  of  th^  tenancy  more  than  the 
plaintiff,  the  excess  should  be  considered  as  brought  in  upon 
and  before  division  and  then  charged  over  to  him  in  extin- 
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gnlshment  of  bo  much  of  bis  share  of  the  whole.  The  same 
result  is  worked  oat  by  giving  the  plaintiff  an  equitable  lien 
on  the  share  of  her  brother  in  the  balance  as  it  now  exists  for 
her  share  of  what  her  brother  has  received  in  excess  of  her. 

Under  the  .circumstances  of  this  case,  I  hold,  she  has  such 
a  lien. 

In  this  view  of  the  case  I  don't  see  how  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations would  apply. 

The  rights  of  the  assignee  of  B.  H.  Wright  are  no  greater 
than  the  rights  of  the  latter  would  be.  The  assignee  takes 
subject  to  all  equities  of  third  persons. 

I  do  not  understand  it  to  be  disputed  but  that  B.  Hunting- 
ton Wright  has  received  more  than  one-half.  If  so,  very 
likely,  the  state  of  accounts  between  him  and  the  plaintiff 
may  be  agreed  on  and  the  value  of  the  remaining  property 
fixed,  and  his  half  be  formally  transferred  to  her  in  extinguish- 
ment of  so  much  of  the  balance  due  her. 

If  these  things  should  be  agi'eed  on,  no  further  proceedings 
would  be  necessary  in  order  to  a  final  decree. 

If,  however,  those  things  should  not  be  agreed  on,  then 
there  should  be  a  reference  to  take  and  state  the  account,  also 
to  ascertain  and  report  the  property  undisposed  of,  with  a  full 
description  thereof  and  its  value,  and  the  manner  in  which  it 
should  be  sold  or  disposed  of  a&d  report  the  evidence  with 
his  findings.  I  see  no  reason  why,  in  this  action,  the  court 
has  not  full  power  to  finally  close  up  and  adjust  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  tenancy  and  the  rights  of  all  therein.  In  case 
of  reference  all  further  questions  will  be  reserved  until  the 
coming  in  of  the  report 

The  appropriate  fijidings  or  order  may  be  settled  before  me 
on  two  days'  notice. 

Interlocutory  judgment  was  entered  in  the  action  declaring 
the  rights  of  the  parties  and  appointiug  referee  to  state  the 
account,  &c.  Upon  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's  report  the 
same  was  confirmed  and  final  judgment  was  entered  Novem- 
ber 29,  1879. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
The  Eleotbo-Silicon  Compant  agt.  Aba  G.  Tbask. 

Trade-mark  —  Injunction. 

The  plaintiffs  coined  the  compound  word  "  Electro-SUieon  "  and  applied  it 
to  a  polishing  powder  prepared  bj  them  from  an  infusorial  deposit. 
They  put  up  the  powder  in  appropriate  packages  and  acquired  a  large 
sale  therefor. 

The  defendant,  with  a  view  to  imitate  their  preparation,  prepared  a 
powder  to  be  used  for*  the  same  purpose  and  put  it  up  in  packages 
similar  to  those  of  the  plaintiff  and  designated  it  " Eledric-SUieon"  and 
have  offered  it  for  sale: 

MM,  that  they  should  be  restrained. 

Special  Term^  AprUy  1880. 
Chase  dk  Bestow^  for  plaintiff. 
John  A,  FoHeTj  for  defendant. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  plaintiffs  are  the  manufacturers  of  a 
polishing, powder  and  have  introduced  it  into  use  under  the 
name  of  "Electro-Silicon."  It  is  put  up  in  wooden  boxes, 
circular  in  form,  the  top  and  sides  of  which  are  coyered  with 
yellow-colored  paper.  On  the  paper  covering,  near  the  top, 
the  plaintiffs  have  caused  to  be  printed  the  name  which  they 
have  given  to  their  powder,  "Electro-Silicon;"  below  which 
are  words  generallj  descriptive  of  their  preparation  and  des- 
ignating the  uses  to  which  it  may  be  applied,  to  which  is 
added  its  corporate  name  as  proprietor  and  their  place  of  busi- 
ness. On  the  sides  are  printed  directions  for  its  use,  as,  also, 
a  more  detailed  account  of  the  article  itself. 

This  preparation  is  used  for  polishing  gold  and  silver-plated 
ware  and  other  substances  where  luster  is  required. 

Plaintiff  and  its  predecessors,  through  whom  it  claims  title^ 
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first  introduced  this  article  into  nse,  under  the  name  first 
applied  by  them,  "  Electro-Silicon." 

The  combination  of  these  words  is  wholly  arbitrary  and  was 
coined  for  the  purpose. 

While  the  simple  word  "  Silicon  "  is  measurably  descriptive 
of  the  article  it  is  not  so  technically.  "  Electro,"  as  a  descrip- 
tive word,  has  no  relation  to  the  substance.  It,  perhaps, 
suggests  the  rapidity  of  movement  with  which  the  polish  is 
applied. 

^^  Silicon  "  is  one  of  the  elements  and  enters  into  many  sub- 
stances. The  substance  used  by  the  plaintiff  is  an  '^  infusorial 
deposit "  consisting  of  silicon  and  oxygen,  and  may  be  techni- 
cally denominated  "silica"  or  "silicic  acid."  It  contains, 
however,  according  to  an  analysis  in  evidence,  nearly  one 
hundred  per  cent  of  silicon. 

The  plaintiff  has  made  the  effort  and  has  produced  and 
introduced  into  the  market  at  considerable  expense  a  use- 
ful article  which  is  familiarly  known  and  much  dealt  in.  It 
is  known  to  dealers  under  its  name,  "  Electro-Silicon." 

Six  or  seven  years  ago  the  defendant,  who  was  then  in  the 
shoe  business,  became  interested  with  one  Hyatt  in  putting 
up  and  selling  an  article  of  polishing  powder  called  "  Hyatt's 
Polishing  Powder."  But  the  business  proving  unsuccessful, 
and  the  defendant  having  sustained  some  loss,  he  gave  it  up, 
but  kept  in  his  possession  some  of  the  old  boxes  and  labels 
which  he  had  used  in  connection  with  the  article. 

About  two  years  ago  he  resumed  the  business,  with  his 
former  boxes  and  labels,  and  sent  out  a  canvasser  to  dispose  of 
it.  After  making  some  sales,  his  canvasser  said  to  him  "  I 
have  some  calls  for  Electro-Silicon ;  I  think  I  must  have  some 
of  that." 

The  defendant  then  procured  a  substance  from  which  he 
made  a  powder  similar  in  appearance  to  that  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  putting  it  in  boxes  covered  with  yellow  paper,  with 
printing  thereon  arranged  much  like  that  of  the  plaintiff's 
boxes,  introduced  it  for  sale  under  the  name  of  "  Electric^ 
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Silicon,"  printed  upon  the  cover  of  the  box,  in  a  circular 
form,  similar  to  that  of  plaintifPs  arrangement  The  gen- 
eral appearance  of  the  boxes  is  much  the  same,  and  the  one, 
to  an  unwaiy  purchaser,  might  readily  be  mistaken  for  the 
other. 

The  witness  Waterhouse,  who  testified  upon  the  trial,  says, 
in  substance,  that  he  called  at  the  place  where  the  defendant 
manufactured  his  article  and  saw  him  personally,  and  asked 
for  "  Electro-Silicon,"  and  was  handed,  or  referred  to,  the 
"  Electric,"  and,  in  the  course  of  a  conversation  which  fol- 
lowed, in  regard  to  the  difference  between  the  two  prepara- 
tions, the  defendant,  by  way  of  assigning  reasons  for  putting 
up  "  Electric-Silicon,"  said  "  he  had  an  article  caUed  *  Hyatt's 
Polishing  Powder '  and  his  customers  complained  that  it  did 
not  sell  very  well ;  it  was  not  met  favorably  by  the  public, 
and  some  one  had  suggested  the  idea  if  he  would  get  up  some- 
thing looking  like  ^  Electro '  he  could  sell  it,  and  he  got  this 
up  which  is  called  '  Electric-Silicon '  and  that  it  would  sell 
readily  for  the  *  Electro-Silicon.' " 

The  defendant  made  a  similar  statement  to  the  witness 
Bestow. 

Under  the  evidence  the  defendant's  article  is  inferior  in 
quality  to  the  plaintiff's  and  contains  less  than  one  per  cent 
of  '*  silicon."  Such  was  the  result  of  the  analysis  of  Mr. 
Haberstro,  an  analytical  chemist,  who  stated  further  that 
the  defendant's  preparation  consisted  principally  of  sulphate 
of  lime. 

From  the  above  stetement  it  seems  reasonably  clear  that  the 
defendant's  preparation  was  designed  to  be  an  imitation  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  to  be  sold,  although  an  inferior  article,  for 
it.    Such  practices  equity  cannot  sanction. 

The  form  of  the  boxes,  the  color  of  the  paper,  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  printed  matter,  the  name  "  Electric-Silicon,"  are 
all  suggestive  of  a  design  to  fi'audulently  imitate  the  plaintiff's 
trade  and  business  and  to  reap  gain  thereby ;  and  that  such 
was  his  motive  is  shown  by  the  defendant's  own  statements. 
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The  case  is  clearly  within  the  principles  annonnced  by 
Lawsence,  J.,  in  Enoch  Morgcm^a  Sons  <&  Co.  SLgt.  Sch/nach- 
ofer  (5  Ahhotfs  N.  CI,  265),  and  Brovm  agt.  Mercer  (37 
N.  Y.  Superior  Ct.  R.,  265). 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  enjoining  the 
defendant,  with  costs. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
In  re  Nebenzahl  and  Marks. 

The  right  to  two  dvU  amttsfor  the  same  eauae  under  the  Code  and  under  the 
StUweU  act — Non-appealalnlity  of  order  vaeaHng  arrest. 

The  court  of  appeals  have  no  Jurisdiction  to  review  an  order  vacating  an 
order  of  arrest  or  commitment  where  it  appears  from  the  order  that 
the  same  was  made  "  upon  due  consideration  of  the  proofs  in  the  mat- 
ter and  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  warrant  was  granted/' 

The  court  of  appeals  will  not  look  into  the  opinions  to  flnd  matter  there 
differing  from  that  in  the  order,  unless  the  language  of  the  order  is 
ambiguous  and  needs  aid  for  an  understanding  upon  which  it  went 
(^  A  a,  57  flew.,  838). 

Jfay,  1880. 

In  this  case  the  defendants  were  arrested,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code,  for  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt  for 
which  suit  was  brought,  and  after  judgment  they  were  again 
arrested  under  the  act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt,  upon 
the  same  grounds. 

Judge  Lawrence  discharged  them,  for  the  reason  that  the 
latter  arrest  was  unlawful,  the  defendants  not  being  liable  to 
be  taken  in  custody  twice  for  the  same  cause.  The  general 
term  affirmed  this  deciaion,  and  the  court. of  appeab  has 
handed  down  the  following  opinion : 

Thomas  M,  Iforth^  for  plainti£L 

A.  Blumenstidy  for  defendant. 
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Feb  Cttsiam  —  It  appears  from  the  order  made  bj  the 
learned  jnBtice  discharging  the  defendants  from  arrest,  that 
it  was  made  '^  upon  due  consideration  of  the  proofs  in  the 
matter  and  the  aflSidayits  on  which  the  warrant  was  granted." 
It  appears  from  the  order  of  affirmance  made  at  general  term, 
that  no  ground  is  stated  in  it  on  which  it  went.  We  may  not 
say  from  the  orders  that  they  were  not  made  upon  the  merits, 
and  the  proofs  in  the  case  had  failed  to  satisfy  the  learned 
courts  below  that  a  case  was  made  out  for  the  commitment 
nisi,  &C.J  of  the  defendants.  When  that  is  the  case,  we  may 
not,  when  an  order  of  arrest  or  commitment  has  been  denied, 
review  the  order.  We  have  no  jurisdiction  to  do  so,  and 
must  dismiss  the  appeal.  It  is  true  that  the  opinions  delivered 
by  the  learned  justices  do  not  so  state ;  but  it  is  the  law  that 
we  may  not  look  into  the  opinions  to  find  matter  there  diflEer- 
ing  from  that  in  the  order,  unless  the  language  of  the  order 
is  ambiguous  and  needs  aid  for  an  understanding  upon  which 
it  went  {Fischer  agt  OouLd,  MS.,  Jvms,  1880).  Before 
arriving  at  this  conclusion  we  had  somewhat  the  case  upon 
the  merits,  and  were  of  the  strongest  impression  that  there 
was  no  error  in  the  action  of  the  learned  justice  who  gave  the 
order,  nor  in  the  order  of  affirmance  of  the  general  term ; 
but  not  having  jurisdiction  to  review  the  case,  we  form  no 
settled  conclusion.  The  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 
Vol.  LIX       26 


194  JSEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Douglas  agt.  Haberetro. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Alice  Douglas,  appellant,  agt.  Joseph  L.  Habbbstbo,  as 

sheriff,  &c.,  respondent. 

Sheriff  liable  as  haU,  when  eureUeefaU  tojuttify — how  eaotmerated  —  SpeeUU 
term,  power  to  grant  further  time,  after  answer,  to  make  eurrwider — what 
mutt  be  shown  to  ^entitle  sheriff  to  eueh  relief —  Code  of  OMl  Procedure, 
section  601. 

By  the  failure  of  the  original  sureties  to  justify,  the  defendant,  as  sheriff, 
became  liable  as  bail,  and  as  such  had  the  right  to  be  exonerated  on 
surrendering  the  defendant  to  the  jail  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
to  answer  in  the  action  against  himself. 

The  special  term  has  power  to  grant  him  such  further  time,  after  answer,  as 
it  deems  just,  to  make  such  surrender.  But  to  entitle  the  sheriff  to 
such  relief,  after  the  time  for  answering  has  expired,  it  is  incumbent  on 
him  to  show  a  substantial  and  sufficient  excuse  for  permitting  the 
defendant  in  the  execution  to  be  at  large. 

What  is  not  a  substantial  and  sufficient  excuse  considered. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Erie  special  term  exonerating 
the  defendant  as  bail  in  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
herein  against  one  William  T.  Warren,  and  discontinuing  the 
present  action. 

The  action  against  Warren  was  for  the  conversion  of 
moneys  collected  by  him  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  The  plain- 
tiff caused  him  to  be  arrested  by  the  sheriff,  who  took  from 
him  bail,  and  they  were  excepted  to  and  failed  to  justify. 
The  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against  Warren  and  issued 
an  execution  against  his  property,  which  being  returned  unsat- 
isfied, she  issued  a  body  execution,  which  the  sheriff,  the 
defendant,  Haberstro,  returned  "  not  found."  That  return 
was  made  on  the  3d  of  April,  1879.  The  present  action  was 
commenced  against  Haberstro  on  the  tenth  of  April.  On  the 
fifteenth  of  April,  Haberstro  again  took  Warren  into  custody 
and  held  hini  until  the  twenty-third  of  April,  when  he  released 
him  upon  his  giving  an  undertaking  conditioned  that  he  would 
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at  all  times  render  himself  amenable  to  the  process  of  the 
court  daring  the  pendency  of  the  action  against  him,  and  to 
sach  as  might  be  issued  to  enforce  the  judgment  therein.  On 
the  twenty-eighth  of  April,  Haberstro,  and  the  bail  who  had 
failed  to  justify,  seized  Warren  and  turned  him  over  to  the 
custody  of  one  of  the  coroners  of  Erie  county,  and  thereupon 
obtained  an  order,  made  by  the  special  term  of  this  court, 
exonerating  them  as  bail,  which  order  was  reversed  by  the 
general  term  in  October,  1879  (58  How.,  264).  On  being  sur- 
rendered to  the  coroner,  Warren  gave  him  an  undertaking,  and 
was  permitted  to  go  at  large.  On  the  twenty-seventh  of  Octo- 
ber, Haberstro,  not  having  answered,  plaintiff  entered  judg- 
ment against  him  by  default.  On  the  fifteenth  of  November, 
Haberstro  obtained  a  special  term  order  giving  him  leave  to 
answer,  upon  an  aJBSdavit  in  which  he  swore  to  merits  and 
excused  his  default  in  not  answering.  He  noticed  the  cause  for 
trial  at  the  February  circuit,  1880.  It  went  upon  the  day 
calendar,  and  was  placed  as  a  preferred  cause,  and  while  it  was 
in  that  position  he  again  arrested  Warren,  and  on  the  twenty- 
fifth  of  February  moved  and  obtained  the  order  from  which 
this  appeal  is  taken. 

John  Campbell  Hvhbell,  for  appeUant. 

Osgoodby,  Titus  dk  Moot,  for  respondent. 

Smtth,  J,  —  By  the  failure  of  the  original  sureties  to  justify, 
the  defendant  became  liable  as  bail,  and  as  such  had  the  right 
to  be  exonerated  on  surrendering  Warren  to  the  jail  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  to  answer  in  the  action  against  him- 
self. And  the  special  term  had  power  to  gi^nt  him  such 
further  time,  after  answer,  as  it  deemed  just,  to  make  such 
surrender  {Code  of  Ci/vU  Procedwre,  sec.  601).  But  to  entitle 
the  sheriff  to  such  relief,  after  the  time  for  answering  had 
expired,  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  show  a  substantial  and 
sufficient  excuse  for  permitting  the  defendant  in  the  execution 
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to  be  at  large.  That,  we  think,  he  failed  to  do.  The  time  to 
answer  expired  on  the  SQth  of  April,  1879,  and  the  applica- 
tion to  be  exonerated  on  Burrendering  the  defendant,  was  not 
made  nntil  nearly  ten  months  thereafter,  If  it  is  to  be 
assumed  that  the  order  of  the  special  term  exonerating  him 
was  a  sufficient  excuse  so  long  as  it  was  in  force,  it  avails  him 
nothing  after  it  was  reversed.  From  the  last  of  October  to 
the  latter  part  of  February  he  was  without  any  excuse  what- 
ever, so  far  as  the  papers  show. .  True,  he  alleged,  in  vague 
and  general  terms,  that  he  was  unable  to  find  Warren  after 
diligent  inquiry,  but  he  did  not  state  specific  facts.  He  did 
not  disclose  the  nature  of  his  inquiries,  of  whom  made,  or 
what  information  he  received  in  reply  to  them.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  opposing  affidavits  state  positively  that  with  the 
exception  of  four  weeks,  Warren  was  openly  in  the  city  of 
Buffalo  from  October  to  February,  and  that  during  that  period 
he  saw  and  conversed  with  the  sheriff,  his  deputy,  or  attorney 
on  several  occasions.  The  course  of  practice  pursued  by  the 
defendant  in  the  action  against  him  indicates  very  clearly  that 
he  had  no  intention  of  rearresting  Warren  until  the  suit 
against  the  sheriff  was  about  to  be  forced  to  trial. 

Although  the  question  involved  in  the  defendant's  motion 
is  one  of  discretion  to  a  great  extent,  yet  it  is  our  duty  to 
review  the  evidence.  We  have  done  so,  and  are  satisfied  that 
the  defendant  is  without  excuse. 

The  order  should  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and 
disbursements. 

Taloott,  p.  J.,  and  Habdin,  J.,  concurred.    So  ordered. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 

Gathbrine  C.  Murphy,  administratrix,  &c.,  agt.  The  Boston 

AND  Albany  Eailboad  Company. 

IfegUffence  —  Matter  andierwmt — Extending  the  appUeaium  of  the  rule  in 

relation  to  co-eenxmte. 

Employers  who  construct  or  repair  machines  are  not  liable  to  their 
employes  who  are  engaged  in  the  construction  or  repair  of  a  machine 
upon  which  they  are  ordered  to  make  certain  repairs,  provided  some 
other  workman  in  the  same  shop  has  so  carelessly  done  his  prior  part 
of  the  work  of  repair  as  to  leave  the  machine  unfit  to  have  any  addi 
tional  work  done  upon  it,  and  in  consequence  thereof  the  employe  who 
undertakes  to  do  the  last  work  Is  iigured. 

The  general  rule  undoubtedly  is  that  an  employer  who  furnishes  the 
machine  for  his  servant  to  work  with  is  bound  to  provide  one  safe  for 
that  purpose,  but  when  a  machine  which  is  safe  has  been  furnished 
the  men  who  operate  ordinarily  take  upon  themselves  the  risk  of  their 
fellow-workman's  carelessness. 

When  an  accident  occurs,  not  in  the  operation  but  in  the  construction  or 
repair  of  a  machine  for  operation,  in  the  doing  of  which  the  party,  a 
servant,  is  injured,  such  accident  being  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
another  servant  who  had  done  a  previous  and  different  part  of  such 
work  of  construction  or  repair,  the  master  is  not  then  liable  in  damages 
for  the  injury. 

AlixMvy  Cvrcuitj  May^  1880. 

At  the  close  of  plaintiffs  case  a  motion  was  made  on  the 
part  of  defendants  for  a  nonsuit  substantially  as  follows : 

The  pWntiflPB  intestate,  a  machinist  employed  in  the 
machine  shop  of  the  defendant  at  East  Albany,  was  killed  by 
the  explosion  of  a  boiler  of  a  locomotive  engine  belonging 
to  the  defendant  while  engaged  in  assisting  to  set  the  '^  pop- 
valve"  of  the  same  in  the  said  shop  on  the  6th  day  of 
Angust,  1879. 

Seventeen  months,  and  again  in  December  and  January, 
before  the  accident  the  engine  had  been  overhauled  and 
repaired  in  the  defendant's  shop  and  reported  finished.     The 
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tests  applied  in  overhauling  her  were  personal  inspection  and 
the  hammer  tests. 

About  two  weeks  before  the  explosion  the  engine  was 
again  taken  to  the  said  shop  for  repairs  of  defects  which  had 
been  reported  by  the  engineer  who  had  been  running  it  on 
the  road.  The  rules  and  regulations  of  the  company  required 
all  its  workmen  to  be  constantly  on  the  watch  to  ascertain  the 
need  of  repairs ;  and  those  of  the  shop  commanded  that  the 
mechanics  in  the  shop,  to  whom  the  master  mechanic  thereof 
or  the  foreman  conmiitted  the  duty  of  making  the  necessarj' 
repairs  of  an  engine,  should  repair  the  defects  reported  by  the 
engineer  and  carefully  examine  the  engine  to  discover  if  any 
other  defects  existed  in  the  same,  and  if  there  were  any  of  an 
ordinary  character  to  repair  them  at  once,  but  if  the  same 
required  any  of  considerable  magnitude  to  report  the  same  to 
the  master  mechanic  or  foreman  for  further  instructions ;  that 
it  was  impracticable  for  the  master  mechanic  or  foreman  to 
make  personal  examination  of  all  the  engines  which  came  into 
the  shop  for  repairs,  and  that  duty  was  committed  to  the 
subordinates  who  were  competent  and  experienced. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  mechanics  who  had  charge 
of  the  repairs  to  the  boiler  of  said  engine  reported  to  the  said 
foreman  that  the  necessary  repairs  to  it  had  been  made  and 
that  the  boiler  was  all  right,  and  the  mechanics  who  had 
charge  of  the  repairs  to  the  machinery  of  said  engine  reported 
to  said  foreman  that  the  necessary  repairs  to  it  had  been  made 
and  it  was  all  right,  and  that  the  said  boilermakers  and 
machinists  worked  upon  the  engine  at  the  same  time  and  in 
the  same  place  in  said  shop ;  that  after  said  reports  had  been 
made  under  directions  of  the  said  foreman  the  engine  was 
fired  and  steam  was  made  in  the  boiler  by  two  workmen  in 
said  shop  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  same  ready  to  set  the 
"  pop-valve,"  which  was  necessary  in  order  to  complete  the 
repairs  to  the  said  engine' before  it  was  turned  out  of  the  shop 
for  service;  that  after  said  workmen  had  reported  the  said 
engine  ready  with  steam  the  said  foreman  directed  Smith,  one 
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of  the  machinists  who  had  bees  at  work  repairing  said  engine, 
to  set  the  "  pop-valve,"  and  Murphy,  the  plaintiff's  intestate, 
another  machinist  in  said  shop,  to  assist  him  in  watching  the 
fire  and  reporting  to  the  said  Smith  the  pressure  of  steam  in 
the  boiler  as  indicated  by  the  gauge;  that  the  '^pop-valve" 
was  to  be  set  at  a  pressure  of  steam  of'  133  pounds  to  the 
square  inch,  which  was  the  same  pressure  which  the  engine 
was  carrying  when  it  came  into  the  shop ;  that  the  only  way 
to  set  the  "  pop-valve  "  was  by  following  the  index  of  steam 
as  noted  by  the  gauge,  and  that  the  first  and  necessary  duty 
in  setting  the  same  was  to  test  the  gauge  by  a  test  provided 
for  that  purpose  so  as  to  ascertain  if  it  was  right,  and  examine 
the  pipe  which  communicated  steam  to  it  from  the  boiler  to 
ascertain  if  it  was  unobstructed. 

The  neglect,  if  any,  in  the  case  as  shown  by  the  plaintifPs 
testimony  was  4;hat  of  the  mechanics  (of  whom  plaintifTs 
intestate  was  one)  to  whom  the  doing  of  the  repairs  and  test- 
ing the  gauge,  and  cleaning  the  pipe  leading  from  the  boiler 
to  it,  was  committed,  in  omitting  the  duty  of  thorough  inspec- 
tion and  examination ;  that  said  mechanics  worked  together 
in  the  same  shop,  in  the  same  circle  of  employment  and  for 
the  same  and  a  conmion  purpose,  which  was  to  put  the  engine, 
which  had  come  into  the  shop  reported  defective,  in  perfect 
repair. 

The  engine  was  examined  after  the  explosion,  and  it  was 
found  that  a  number  of  stay-bolts  in  the  right  leg  of  the  boiler 
were  broken  by  rust,  and  the  outer  sheet  of  the  boiler,  through 
which  the  stay-bolts  passed,  was  eaten  away  about  eighteen 
inches  in  length  by  rust  to  the  extent  o/  about  one-half  of  its 
original  thickness  at  the  mud  ring  of  said  boiler.  It  was  also 
found  that  the  pipe,  communicating  steam  to  the  gauge,  which 
should  show  the  amount  of  steam  in  the  boiler,  by  means  of 
which  the  "  pop-valve  "  could  only  be  set,  was  nearly  stopped 
by  incrustated  matter  so  that  it  could  not  indicate  the  true 
state  of  the  pressure  of  steam  in  the  boiler  at  any  given 
moment. 
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A.  J.  Pa/rker^  A.  J.  Pa/rker^  Jr,^  and  E,  CourvtrymaUy  for 
plaintiff. 

HamiiUm  and  Frederick  Ha/rris^  for  defendant. 
Motion  by  defendant  for  a  nonsnit. 

Westbkook,  J,  —  I  have,  during  the  interval  which  the 
adjournment  of  the  court  last  evening  has  given  me,  consid- 
ered the  points  which  this  motion  for  a  nonsuit  presents,  and 
having  reached  a  conclusion,  I  will  state  it  and  very  briefly 
give  the  reasons  which  lead  me  to  it.  One,  and  I  think  the 
main,  question  which  the  motion  involves  is :  Are  employers 
who  construct  or  repair  machines  liable  to  their  employes  who 
are  engaged  in  the  construction  or  repair  of  a  machine  upon 
which  they  are  ordered  to  make  certain  repairs,  provided 
some  other  workman  in  the  same  shop  has  so  carelessly  done 
his  prior  part  of  the  work  of  repair  as  to  leave  the  machine 
unfit  to  have  any  additional  work  done  upon  it,  and  in  conse- 
quence thereof  the  employe  who  undertakes  to  do  the  last 
work  is  injured  ?  The  general  rule  undoubtedly  is  that  an 
employer  who  furnishes  the  machine  for  his  servant  to  work 
with  is  bound  to  provide  one  safe  for  that  purpose,  but  when 
a  machine  which  is  safe  has  been  furnished  the  men  who 
operate  it  ordinarily  take  upon  themselves  the  risk  of  their 
fellow-workman's  carelessness.  When,  however,  an  accident 
occurs,  not  in  the  operation  but  in  the  construction  or  repair 
of  a  machine  for  operation,  in  the  doing  of  which  the  party, 
a  servant,  is  injured,  «uch  accident  being  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  another  servant  who  had  done  a  previous  and 
different  part  of  such  work  of  construction  or  repair,  is  the 
master  then  liable  in  damages  for  the  injury  ? 

If  it  be  admitted  that  men  who  work  for  a  common  object 
and  a  common  employer  take  upon  themselves  the  risk  of  the 
carelessness  of  their  fellows,  as  illustrated  by  the  case  of 
the  engineer  and  fireman  of  a  locomotive,  in  running  which 
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each  performe  a  different  duty,  then  why  is  not  the  same  rule 
applicable  to  men  who  work  for  one  object  for  a  common 
employer,  the  employment  being  the  repair  or  constraction  of 
a  locomotiye,  in  doing  which  different  men  mnst  perform  dis- 
tinct and  separate  work  ? 

None  of  the  cases  cited  touch  this  exact  question,  and  that 
must,  therefore,  be  solved  amid  the  hurry  of  the  circuit 
(which  allows  no  time  to  search  for  precedents)  by  the  appli- 
cation of  general  rules. 

In  Wood  on  the  Imm  of  Master  cmd  Servcmt  {sec.  435)  it  is 
said :  "  It  is  subjection  to  the  same  general  control,  coupled 
with  an  engagement  in  the  same  common  pursuit,  that  affords 
the  test."  In  the  construction  or  repair  of  a  locomotive  all 
workmen  engaged  for  that  purpose  are,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
within  this  rule  though  the  labor  of  each  may  be  different. 
In  the  progress  of  construction  or  repair  different  workmen 
have  different  work  to  do  upon  the  same  machine,  but  as  they 
are  all  thus  occupied  for  one  object  and  for  a  common 
employer  each  engaged  thereupon  must,  therefore,  assume 
the  risk  of  the  carelessness  of  the  other.  In  the  case  before 
us  the  locomotive  Sacramento  was  sent  to  the  repair  shop 
of  the  defendant  to  be  put  in  order.  No  one  man  vf^A  to 
do  the  whole  work,  nor  did  anyone  employed  upon  it  sup- 
pose it  to  be  in  a  safe  condition,  for  if  it  had  been  all  knew 
it  would  not  be  in  the  shop  for  repair.  The  boilermaker 
was  to  repair  and  examine  the  boiler,  machinists  were  to 
make  good  and  adjust  the  machinery,  and  the  work  of  set- 
ting the  safety-valve  at  a  point  where  it  would  hold  133 
pounds  of  steam  to  the  square  inch,  and  no  more,  was  a  part 
of  the  necessary  work  of  repair.  All  the  men  thus  employed 
were  workmen  in  the  same  shop,  and  their  business  was  to  fit 
locomotives  for  use.  The  deceased,  a  skilled  machinist,  by 
the  order  of  the  superintendent  or  foreman  of  the  repair  shop, 
was  assisting  one  Smith,  also  a  machinist,  to  set  the  safety- 
valve  when  the  explosion  took  place. 

Construing  the  evidence  most  favorably  for  the  plaintiff 
Vol.  LIX        26 
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(it  must  be  so  construed  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion)  it 
will  be  assumed  that  the  boilermaker  had  not  thoroughly 
done  his  work,  that  the  boiler  was  insecure  by  reason  of 
broken  stay-bolts  and  the  channeling  of  the  plates  of  the 
boiler  near  the  mud-ring.  Assuming  all  this  to  be  true, 
whose  neghgence  was  it  ? 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  boilermaker,  and  that  duty  is  proven 
by  the  foreman  of  the  shop,  to  put  the  boiler  in  repair,  and 
he  had  pronounced  it,  when  it  left  his  hands,  safe  for  use. 
He  had  not,  however,  performed  his  duty,  as  must  be  assumed 
for  the  purposes  of  this  motion,  and  for  his  negligence  the 
defendant,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  responsible.  There  is  no 
pretense  that  he  was  an  incompetent  man,  and  his  orders 
were  to  repair  the  boiler  and  make  it  safe.  He  was  a  work- 
man in  the  same  shop  with  the  deceased,  employed  with  him 
for  the  same  general  purpose,  to  wit,  the  placing  in  order  of 
a  locomotive  for  use..  The  different  kinds  of  labor  done  to 
produce  the  result  did  not  make  them  workmen  for  a  dif- 
ferent department  of  service  any  more  than  the  different 
occupation  of  engineer  and  fireman  upon  a  locomotive  to  run 
her  make  them  servants  in  different  departments  and  the  com- 
pany/liable for  the  negligent  act  of  either  which  occasions 
injury  to  the  other. 

It  was  argued  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  that 
when  a  workman  receives  orders  from  his  superior  to  do  work 
with  a  machine,  that  the  employer  guarantees  the  fitness  of 
the  machine  to  do  the  work  ordered,  and  that  there  is  no  good 
reason  why  the  same  rule  should  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  work- 
man ordered  to  make  repairs  tipon  it.  ,  The  argument  is  falla- 
cious, for  in  its  premise  it  overstates  the  rule  as  to  the  liability 
of  the  master.  It  is  true  that  the  master  is  bound  to  furnish  a 
machine  fit  to  do  work  with,  but  it  is  not  true  that  when  an  order 
is  given  to  operate  the  machine  that  he  is  responsible  for  an  act 
of  carelessness  of  a  co-servant,  which  has  rendered  the  machine 
unfit  for  the  service  intended.  Take  the  case,  for  instance,  of 
a  locomotive  which  a  fireman  and  engineer  are  given  to  oper- 
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ate.  The  conductor  of  a  train,  which  ib  to  be  hauled  by  the 
engine,  gives  orders  for  the  start.  When,  however,  such  order 
is  given,  through  some  act  of  carelessness  of  one  of  the  per- 
sons (the  engineer  or  fireman)  in  charge  of  the  locomotive,  it 
has  been  either  rendered  or  left  in  a  condition  unsafe  to  do 
the  work  ordered,  and  the  other  not  in  fault  in  obeying  the 
order  to  start  is  injured,  is  the  master  whose  servants  they  all 
were,  to  respond  in  damages  for  such  injury?  Manifestly 
not,  for  the  employe  who  gave  the  order  had  no  right  to 
assume  that  either  the  engineer  or  fireman  had  been  negligent, 
and  if  he  had  been,  it  was  the  precise  risk  that  the  party 
injured  assumed,  for  all  were  within  the  same  circle  or  sphere, 
of  employment.  What  is  true  in  the  supposed  case  is  equally 
true  in  the  one  on  trial.  The  boilermaker,  the  foreman  of 
the  shop,  the  deceased  and  Smith,  who  together  were  adjust- 
ing and  setting  the  safety-valve,  were  all  engaged  in  the  same 
character  of  work,  to  wit :  preparing  the  engine  for  service. 
The  foreman  of  the  shop  when  he  directed  the  setting  of  the 
valve,  had  a  right  to  assume  the  fidelity  and  thoroughness  of 
the  boilermaker's  work,  just  as  much  right  so  to  assume  as 
the  conductor  in  starting  the  train  had  a  right  to  suppose  that 
neither  fireman  or  engineer  had  made  or  left  the  engine  miaaf e 
to  obey  his  order.  And  in  neither  is  the  master  at  fault,  for 
it  is  simply  impossible  for  him  to  test  every  man's  work,  and 
to  know  that  every  servant  has  done  his  duty.  The  law  goes 
far  enough,  when  it  holds  the  master  responsible  for  negli- 
gence committed  in  a  department  of  service  different  or  sep- 
arate from  that  in  which  the  injury  occurs,  and  the  servant 
must  himself  assume  the  risk  of  the  negligence  of  his  fellows 
in  the  same  department.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be  the 
obliteration  of  all  risk  by  the  servant  for  the  carelessness  of 
his  fellows,  and  the  assumption  by  the  master  of  liabilities 
hitherto,  at  least,  unknown  to  the  law,  and  which  would 
impose  upon  him  duties  impossible  to  perform. 

The  ease  of  Bead  agt.  The  Nev)  York  Cefni/ral  wnd  Hvdson 
River  Railroad  Comfpamy  (70  N.  Y.^  171)  is  nearly,  though 
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not  precisely,  analogons.  The  plaintifPs  intestate  was  at  work 
in  the  yard  of  the  defendant  nnder  a  car  standing  upon  the 
repair  track  repairing  it.  While  thns  engaged  other  cars  were 
being  drawn  away  by  the  engine  when  a  coupling-pin  broke 
and  the  disconnected  cars  ran  back  npon  the  down  grade, 
striking  the  car  npon  which  the  party  was  at  work  and  killing 
him.  It  was  held  the  yard-master  and  head  brakeman  were, 
with  the  deceased,  co-employes  of  the  defendant,  and  for  their 
negligence  the  defendant  was  not  responsible. 

This  decision  was  placed  upon  the  ground,  and  I  quote  from 
the  opinion  of  judge  Miller  :  ^^  that  the  men  were  engaged 
in  the  same  common  work  for  the  same  common  purpose,  and 
the  acts  of  no  one  of  them  could  render  the  defendant  liable 
for  the  injury  to  another."  If  the  principle  just  enunciated 
was  applicable  to  that  cause,  it  must  be  to  the  one  on  trial. 
The  man  killed  in  the  case  referred  to  was  a  mechanic ;  the 
men  who  were  careless  were  those  who  moved  the  cars  to 
be  repaired.  Their  work  was  different,  but  it  was  all  aimed 
at  one  result  —  the  repair  of  machinery.  In  the  present  case 
the  work  of  the  boilermaker  and  machinist  was  different,  but 
they  also  worked  for  one  object,  the  repair  of  a  locomotive, 
and  being  thus  engaged,  the  rule  of  UabiKty  of  the  employers 
must  be  the  same. 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  point  that  Smith,  who  was 
engaged  with  the  deceased  in  setting  the  safety-valve,  may 
also  have  been  careless  in  not  seeing  that  the  pipe  leading  to 
the  steam  indicator  was  unobstructed,  and  that  Smith's  care- 
lessness, if  he  was  careless,  was  that  of  a  co-employe.  This 
view,  however,  involves  a  question  of  fact — whether  the 
steam  was  put  up  higher  than  133  pounds  to  the  square  inch  i 
and,  therefore,  the  decision  nonsuiting  the  plaintiff  is  not 
placed  upon  that  ground,  but  upon  that  which  we  have 
considered. 

At  first  I  thought  that  I  would,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
trial,  hold  that  tiie  defendant  was  liable  if  the  locomotive 
boiler  was  not  in  a  condition  to  bear  the  strain  of  the  steam 
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presenre  — 133  pounds  to  the  square  inch — which  the 
deceased  and  Smith  were  directed  to  put  upon  it  in  setting 
the  safety-valye ,  and  if  the  jury  found  against  the  defendant 
upon  such  an  instruction,  grant  a  new  trial,  if,  upon  further 
consideration,  my  present  views  of  the  law  remained  unchanged. 
Beflection,  howeyer,  satisfied  me  that  this  course  would  be 
unjust  to  the  plaintiff,  because  the  court  above  while  differing 
from  me  upon  the  ground  upon  which  the  new  trial  was 
granted,  might  still  affirm  the  order  for  some  other  reason 
and  the  case  might  come  back  again  for  trial  without  the  point 
which  has  been  discussed,  settled  beyond  review. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  ruling  which  will  enable  her 
to  present  distinctly  the  question  which  is  now  decided,  and 
if  necessary  present  the  same  to  the  pourt  of  last  resort 
unembarrassed  by  any  other  difficulty.  The  nonsuit  is,  there- 
fore, granted  for  the  sole  and  only  reason  that  the  defendant 
is  not,  as  I  think,  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  acts  of 
other  servants  in  the  same  department  with  him,  who  either 
failed  to  put  the  boiler  in  a  condition  of  repair  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  pressure  of  steam  which  the  deceased,  intestate, 
was  grdered  to  apply,  or  omitted  in  the  act  of  repair^  includ- 
ing that  of  the  setting  of  the  valve,  anything  which  should 
have  been  done  to  render  the  work  upon  which  the  deceased 
was  engaged  at  the  time  of  the  accident  as  safe  as  the  nature 
of  the  service  would  permit. 


806  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Brotherton  agt.  Downey. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Hugh  Bbothbbton  agt.  John  Downbt. 

AnwMT  —  dnwA  of  aUsgaUon  in  eomjilaint,  how  may  be  mads — Oode  of 

0ml  Procedure,  aecHom  534,  526. 

Denial  of  allegations  in  the  complaint  maybe  made  upon  infonnation  and 
belief. 

A  party  has  no  right  to  interpose  an  unqualified  denial  in  a  verification 
unless  it  be  founded  upon  personal  knowledge,  and  where  he  has  not 
personal  knowledge,  but  hafi  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form 
a  belief,  he  is  not  only  permitted  but  bound,  at  his  peril,  to  deny  upon 
information  and  belief. 

I^irat  Depa/rtmeAty  General  Term^  June  1880. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  that  part  of  an  order  made  at  a  spe- 
cial term  of  this  court  held  by  Mr.  justice  Daniels,  March  8, 
1880,  which  strikes  out  paragraph  1  of  the  defendant's 
answer  as  *'  irrelevant  and  redundant."  "  Paragraph  1 "  of 
the  defendant's  answer  reads  as  follows :  ^'  He  denies,  upon 
information  and  belief,  each  and  every  allegation  contained 
in  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  Hugh  Brotherton,  excepting 
so  far  as  any  or  either  of  the  aUegations  therein  contained 
may  be  hereinafter  admitted,  denied  or  otherwise  answered." 
The  order  strikes  out  the  whole  of  the  above  recited  portion 
of  the  answer,  and  this  appeal  is  taken  from  that  part  of  the 
order.  The  complaint  and  answer  are  verified.  The  allegar 
tions  in  the  complaint  which  charge  the  defendant  with 
speaking  false,  scandalous  and  defamatory  words  are  posi- 
tively denied.  An  employment  by  Mr.  Astor  is  admitted  for 
purposes  stated  in  the  answer,  and,  also,  the  discharge  of  the 
plaintiff  for  disobedience  of  orders ;  so  that  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint,  denied  upon  information  and  belief,  are  those 
respecting  plaintiff's  business,  his  reputation  as  a  workman, 
and  the  discharge  of  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  alleged 
slanders,  &c. 
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B.  F.  KuBcmi^  for  appellant. 

I.  Section  500  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {sec.  149  of 
former  Code)  remains  the  same  as  it  was  in  1852,  and  of 
itself  permits  a  denial  upon  information  and  belief.  In  1858, 
in  the  case  of  Sdckett  agt.  Ha/oena^  it  was  decided  at  a  special 
term  of  the  supreme  court  that  a  denial  might  be  made  upon 
information  and  belief  {See  7  Abb.  P.  R.^p.  371,  note).  In 
Dams  agt.  Potter  (4  How.^  155,  also  2  Code  R.^  99)  an 
answer  beginning:  "The  defendant  verily  believes  and, 
therefore,  answers  and  says  that  the  plaintiff  is  not,"  &c., 
held  sufficient.  There  is  nothing  in  the  section  which  pro- 
hibits a  denial  upon  information  and  belief,  whilst  the  last 
sentence  of  the  first  subdivision  of  the  section  compels  a 
denial  upon  information  in  cases  where  the  party  pleading 
has  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief.  If 
he  is  limited  in  his  denial  to  personal  knowledge,  and  yet  has 
knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  but  is 
not  permitted  to  deny  in  such  form,  he  must  either  swear  to 
what  he  does  not  personally  know  or  be  guilty  of  false  swear- 
ing, if  he  should  deny  having  any  knowledge  or  information 
sufficient  to  form  a  belief  or  be  cut  off  from  a  defense. 

II.  Under  the  former  Code  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
party  pleading  to  be  so  particular  for  the  reason  that  it  was 
held  unnecessary  for  a  party  to  specify  in  his  pleadings 
the  allegations  or  denials  which  were  within  his  personal 
knowledge  and  those  which  were  on  information  and  belief. 
The  section  of  the  former  Code  {sec.  157)  read  as  follows : 
"  The  verification  must  be  to  the  effect  that  the  same  is  true 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  person  making  it,  except  as  to  those 
matters  stated  on  information  and  belief,"  &c.  The  section 
{fee.  526)  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  reads :  "  The  affida- 
vit of  verification  must  be  to  the  effect  that  the  pleading  is 
true  to  the  knowledge  of  the  deponent,  except  as  to  the  mat- 
ters therein  stated  to  be  alleged  on  information  and  belief," 
&c. ;  clearly  showing  that  the  party  must,  in  his  pleading, 
state  when  his  allegations  are  made  on  information  and  belief. 
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III.  Section  524  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  places  the 
question  beyond  a  doubt.  It  reads:  '^The  aU^ations  or 
denials  in  a  verified  pleading  must,  in  form,  be  stated  to  be 
made  by  the  party  pleading.  Unless  they  are  therein  stated 
to  be  made  upon  the  information  and  belief  of  the  party  they 
must  be  regarded  for  all  purposes,  including  a  criminal  prose- 
cution, as  having  been  made  upon  the  knowledge  of  the  per- 
son verifying  the  pleading.  An  allegation  that  the  party  has 
not  sufficient  knowledge  or  information  to  form  a  belief  with 
respect  to  a  matter  must,  for  the  same  purposes,  be  regarded 
as  an  allegation  that  the  person  verifying  the  pleading  has 
not  such  knowledge  or  information."  The  result  is  that: 
1.  A  party  who  answers  of  his  own  personal  knowledge  must 
simply  deny.  2.  A  party  who  answers  from  hearsay  and 
from  facts  and  circumstances  outside  of  personal  knowledge 
must  deny,  upon  information  and  belief,  or  be  held  to  all  the 
liabilities  and  responsibilities  of  one  answering  of  his  own 
knowledge.  3.  A  party  who  alleges  he  has  not  sufficient 
knowledge  or  information  to  form  a  belief,  when  he  does 
possess  it,  is  placed  in  the  same  category. 

IV.  The  order  of  the  special  term  so  far  as  appealed  from 
should  be  reversed,  with  costs  of  appeaL 

Henry  H.  Morangey  for  respondent. 

I.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  slanderous 
words  uttered  by  defendant  respecting  plaintiff  and  his  busi- 
ness, &c.  Section  500  of  the  Code  says :  "  The  answer  of 
the  defendant  must  contain  a  general  or  specific  denial  of 
each  material  allegation  of  the  complaint  controverted  by  the 
defendant,  or  of  any  knowledge  or  information  thereof  suffi- 
cient to  form  a  belief.  This  is  mandatory."  Section  524  in 
no  manner  modifies  section  500  but  refers  merely  to  state- 
ments or  allegations  made  by  a  party  in  a  pleading  and  not  to 
denials  {LU/yd  agt.  Bwms,  38  N.  T.  Swp.  Cty  423). 

II.  This  being  an  action  of  slander  the  defendant  must 
know,  of  his  own  knowledge,  whether  he  uttered  the  Ian- 
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gnage  imputed  to  him.  The  clause  iu  question  denies  ^^  upon 
information  and  belief."  Under  any  circumstances  this  is  not 
a  good  denial  in  an  action  of  this,  character.  It  has  been  fre- 
quently held  that  f ^  as  to  matters,  the  truth  or  falsity  of  which 
is  within  defendant's  own  knowledge,  a  denial  on  information 
and  belief  is  not  sufficient "  (^Edmwrds  agt.  Lewt^  8  How.^  28 ; 
Crucible  Co.  agt.  Sted  W(yrk8,  57  Barb.^  447).  The  order 
appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Babbett,  c7.  —  The  form  of  denial  was  proper.  If  defend- 
ant had  no  personal  knowledge  upon  the  subject  he  could  not 
unqualifiedly  deny.  If  he  had  knowledge  or  information 
sufficient  to  form  a  belief  he  could  not  deny  such  knowledge 
or  information.  What  then  was  he  to  do  ?  Clearly  to  deny 
upon  information  and  the  belief  formed  therefrom.  Under 
the  Code  of  Procedure  the  denial,  whether  founded  upon  per- 
sonal knowledge  or  upon  information  and  belief,  was  in  form 
the  same,  that  is,  absolute.  By  the  verification  the  defendant 
was  permitted,  in  a  great  measure,  to  impress  upon  the  plead- 
ing the  operation  of  his  mind.  When  the  denial  was  of 
matter  not  necessarily  within  his  personal  knowledge  he  could 
not  verify  it  under  the  exception  of  matter  stated  upon 
inf orjnation  and  belief.  Whether  such  denial  was  really  made 
upon  knowledge  or  upon  information  and  belief  remained 
undisclosed  upon  the  record.  It  was  known  only  to  the 
defendant  and  was  a  matter  between  himself  and  his  con- 
science. This  was  deemed  unsatisfactory  and,  consequently, 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provided  for  a  distinct  disclosure, 
upon  the  face  of  the  pleading,  of  the  character  of  the  denial. 
Section  526  introduces  what  is,  in  substance,  the  old  chancery 
verification  {See  Rvle  IS  of  the  oowrt  of  chcmcery).  The 
exception  is  no  longer  matter  stated  upon  information  and 
belief  but  matter  stated  to  be  alleged  on  information  and 
belief.  Of  course  that  permits  a  party  to  so  allege.  Nor  is 
this  limited  to  affirmative  allegations,  for  in  section  524  we 
find  that  denials  as  well  as  allegations  are  referred  to.  It  is, 
Vol.  LIX        27 
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therefore,  provided  that  nnless  the  allegationg  or  denials  in  a 
verified  pleading  are  ^^  therein  stated  to  be  made  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief  of  the  party  they  must  be  regarded  for  all 
purposes,  including  a  criminal  prosecution,  as  having  been 
made  upon  the  knowledge  of  the  person  verifying  the  plead- 
ing." It  is  quite  dear  from  these  provisions  that  a  party  has 
no  right  to  interpose  an  unqualified  denial  in  a  verification 
unless  it  be  founded  upon  personal  knowledge;  and  that 
where  he  has  no  positive  knowledge  but  has  knowledge  or 
information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  he  is  not  only  permit- 
ted but  bound,  at  his  peril,  to  deny  upon  information  and 
belief. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Ikgalls,  J.,  concurred. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
BoBERT  MoMuBBAY  agt.  RoBBST  HuTOHBsoN  and  others. 

A  subcontractor  filing  a  lien,  after  an  assignment,  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  by  his  contractor  is  entitled  to  judgment  against  the  owner, 
contractor,  and  his  assignee  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  lien,  and  is  not 
compelled  to  share  in  the  general  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  as 
an  ordinary  creditor.  And  where  the  assignee  of  the  contractor  has 
paid  the  amount  of  the  lien  to  the  county  clerk,  and  the  lien  has  thus 
been  discharged,  the  amount .  so  deposited  is  in  lieu  of  the  property, 
and  the  lienor  upon  bringing  his  proper  action  is  entitled  to  judgment 
for  the  payment  to  him  of  the  money  so  deposited. 

The  mechanic's  lien  laws  of  1875,  as  amended  in  1879,  are  not  different 
in  these  respects  from  the  former  mechanic's  lien  laws  of  1830  and  1851 
under  which  the  courts  have  made  decisions  on  this  subject 

The  costs  in  such  an  action  must  be  paid  out  of  the  contractor's  estate, 
before  any  claims  owing  by  Jennings  have  been  satisfied. 

Special  Term^  JvJ/y^  1880. 

The  defendant,  Robert  Hutcheson,  being  the  owner  of 
several  houses  in  Third  avenue,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
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made  a  contract  with  the  defendant,  John  Jennings,  to  per- 
foim  the  carpenter  work,  and  Jennings  made  a  subcontract 
with  the  plaintiff,  Bobert  McMurray,  to  perform  the  wire- 
work  under  his  contract,  which  the  plaintiff  completed  on 
the  26th  December,  1879,  amounting  to  $122.50. 

Jennings  had  not  completed  his  contract  when  he  failed, 
and  made  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors 
to  the  defendant,  William  £.  Price,  on  the  13th  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1880.  On  the  14th  day  of  January,  1880,  the  plaintiff 
filed  his  lien  with  the  clerk  of  the  dty  and  county  of  New 
York  upon  the  property  of  the  defendant  Hutcheson  for  the 
amoimt  of  his  work.  On  the  seventh  day  of  February,  1880, 
the  defendant,  Price,  as  assignee,  deposited  with  the  county 
derk  the  amoimt  of  the  lien  and  interest,  $123.16,  and  the 
lien  was  discharged. 

The  assignee  completed  the  contract  of  Jennings  and 
received  $1,500,  the  amount  of  the  contract-price. 

The  plaintiff  made  a  demand  upon  the  assignee  .and  the 
county  clerk  for  the  payment  to  him  of  the  amount  of  the 
Uen  depoeited,  and  they  refused  to  pay  him,  whereupon  the 
plaintiff  brought  this  action ;  none  of  the  defendants  defended 
except  the  assignee. 

R.  8.  Johnson,^  for  the  assignee,  contended  that  as  the  lien 
was  filed  after  the  assignment  by  the  contractor,  the  plaintiff 
could  only  be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  the  same  as  other 
creditors,  and  that  he  had  never  acquired  a  lien;  that  the 
money  deposited  with  the  county  derk  belonged  to  the 
assignee,  to  go  into  the  general  fund  of  which  plaintiff  would 
receive  his  pro  rata  share  the  same  as  other  creditors  of  the 
contractor;  that  under  the  mechanic's  lien  act  of  1875,  as 
amended  in  1879,  there  was  no  authority,  as  in  former  acts, 
for  plaintiff  acquiring  a  lien  under  the  circumstances.  He 
cited  Brown  agt.  Z&ize  (M8.\  common  pleaSy  general  temij 
Jfarchy  1880. 
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George  F,  lArngbevn^  for  plaintiS,  contended  that  if  the 
owner,  Hutcheson,  had  failed  and  made  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  the  position  and  argument  of  the 
assignee  would  be  correct,  but  the  owner  did  not  fail  and 
make  an  assignment,  and  as  the  lien  was  on  his  property  the 
money  deposited  waa  in  lieu  of  the  lien  and,  therefore,  still 
existed  in  law  on  the  property  of  the  owner  although,  in  fact, 
it  was  discharged  therefrom. 

The  property  did  not  belong  to  Jennings,  the  contractor, 
it  belonged  to  Hutcheson,  therefore  the  money  does  not 
belong  to  Jennings,  or  his  assignee,  as  the  money  simply  took 
the  place  of  the  property.  The  assignee.  Price,  was  not  bound 
to  deposit  the  money,  plaintiff  could  have  kept  his  lien,  and 
the  owner  could  have  defended  the  foreclosure  of  the  lien, 
if  he  had  any  defense. 

The  lien  not  being  on  the  property  of  Jennings,  his  assignee 
cannot  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  obtaining  hip  money  out  of 
the  lien  on  the  property  of  Hutcheson  by  claiming  he 
deposited  the  money  and  the  money  belongs  to  him. 

The  property  upon  which  the  law  gave  the  plaintiff  a  lien 
is  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  his  work  and  material  put  into  it. 

The  assignment  by  the  contractor  for  the  benefit,  of  his 
creditors  does  not  operate  to  change  the  relations  between  the 
subcontractor  and  the  owner.  The  subcontractor  could  per- 
fect a  lien  after  the  assignment  {JUadevUle  agt.  Heed,  13  Abb.<, 
1Y3 ;  Henderson  agt.  Stv/rgis^  1  Dah/y  336). 

The  assignee  stands  in  the  place  of  the  contractor  and  acts 
for  his  benefit,  and  if  he  performs  the  contract,  or  becomes 
entitled  to  any  payment  under  it,  the  subcontractor  can  acquire 
a  lien  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  assignment  had  not  been 
made  {Oatea  agt.  naJLey^  1  DaUy^  838). 

There  is  no  difference  between  the  lien  laws  of  1851  and  « 

1863,  and  those  of  1875  and  1879,  affecting  the  present  ques- 
tion. The  cases  cited  were  decided  under  the  former  lien 
laws  of  1830  and  1851 ;  these  laws  made  no  express  enactment 
which  caused  the  courts  to  make  these  decisions.     The  Ijaws 
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of  1863,  section  1,  had  an  express  enactment,  and  the  Laws  of 
1875,  chapter  507,  sections  4, 14  and  17,  give  a  subcontractor 
a  lien  ahead  of  the  contractor.  Section  4  of  the  Law  of  1875, 
as  amended  in  1879,  is  stronger  iif  favor  of  the  subcontractor 
upon  this  question  than  any  of  the  prior  acts. 

The  completion  of  plaintiff's  contract  with  Jennings  enabled 
the  assignee  to  complete  Jenning's  contract  with  Bfutcheson 
and  obtain  the  payment.  The  assignee  was,  therefore,  paid 
for  plaintifPs  work,  and  in  all  fairness  and  equity  plaintiff 
should  be  paid  his  money. 

Yah  Hoesen,  J.  —  The  contractor  Jennings  made,  on  the 
13th  day  of  January,  1880,  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors.  On  the  following  day,  the  fourteenth,  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  subcontractor  under  Jennings,  having  com- 
pleted his  contract  filed  his  lien  under  the  mechanic's  lien  act. 
The  lien  was  afterwards  discharged  by  the  payment  of  the 
amount  thereof  to  the  county  clerk.  This  pajonent  was  made 
by  Mr.  Price,  Jennings'  assignee.  Price  made  the  payment 
because  he  had  made  an  arrangement  with  Hutcheson,  the 
owner  of  the  building,  to  go  on  and  finish  Jennings'  contract. 
He  fully  performed  Jennings'  contract  and  obtained  the 
money,  which  was  payable  thereunder  to  Jennings.  McMur- 
ray has  brought  his  action  to  foreclose  his  lien  and  the  question 
is,  who  is  entitled  to  the  money  which  Price  deposited  with 
the  county  clerk,  McMurray,  the  lienor,  or  Price,  the  assignee ! 
The  equities  are  all  in  favor  of  McMurray,  and  the  decisions 
of  this  court  seem  to  me  to  entitle  him  to  recover.  Price, 
not  for  himself  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  assigned  estate,  did 
the  work  which  his  assignor  had  left  undone  and  obtained 
from  Hutcheson  payment,  not  only  for  what  he  did  but  also 
payment  for  the  work  which  had  been  done  by  McMurray. 
Is  it  fair  that  he  should  retain  what  was  honeiAly  coming  to 
McMurray  ? 

Again,  he  assumed  the  contract  of  Jennings  with  Hutche* 
0OB,  and  by  doing  so  placed  himself  in  Jennings'  shoes,  so 
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that  whatever  Jennings  wonld  be  bound  to  do  he  is  equally 
bound  to  do.  The  case  is  the  same  as  if  Jennings  himself 
had  performed  the  contract,  and  the  rights  of  McMurraj  are 
the  same  as  they  would  then  be. 

The  cajses  in  this  court  which  I  have  referred  to  are  Henr 
derson  agt.  Stwgia  (1  2>aiy,  836),  and  Oates  agt.  Haley  (1 
Ddlyy  338). 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  with  costs  payable  out 
of  the  Jennings'  estate,  but  not  by  the  assignee,  personally. 
My  intention  is  that  the  costs  shall  be  paid  before  any  claims 
owing  by  Jennings  have  been  satisfied,  but  I  cannot  direct 
the  assignee  to  pay  them  forthwith  {See  decision  on  this  eufh 
ject  made  by  me  in  Jime^  1880). 


SUPKEME  COURT. 


Joseph  Tbow,  trustee  under  the  will  of  Chaslbs  B.  Lohmak, 
deceased,  agt.  Oabbib  S.  Shannon,  individually,  and  as 
administratrix  with  the  will  annexed,  and  others. 

BsMeutan — their  renuneiation  after  letters  issued — its  effect — executors  as 

trustees. 

Where  one  of  two  executors,  after  letters  testamentary  were  issued  to 
both,  petitioned  the  surrogate  that  the  letters  testamentary  issued  to  him 
might  be  revoked,  for  reasons  assigned  by  him,  and  that  he  be  discharged 
from  his  office  as  executor,  and  such  petition  was  granted  by  a  decretal 
order  of  the  surrogate,  but  in  such  form  as  not  to  affect  the  letters  tes- 
tamentary granted  to  the  other  executor,  and  the  executor  so  discharged, 
afterwards,  and  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  executed  and  acknowledged 
by  him,  in  pursuance  of  the  order  of  the  surrogate,  formally  renounced 
and  resigned  his  office  as  executor,  and  when  afterwards,  upon  the 
death  of  the  surviving  executor,  letters  **de  boms  non/*  with  the  will  of 
the  testator  annexed,  were  issued  to  a  third  person  by  the  surrogate  : 

Held,  that  upon  tuch  facts  the  executor  so  released  and  discharged,  there 
being  no  unexecuted  trust  under  the  will  remaining  in  him,  had  no 
standing  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  construction  of  the  will,  and  this, 
although  he  was  a  legatee  under  the  will,  especially  when  it  appeared 
that  he  had  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  legacy. 
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Wliere  an  executor,  upon  his  own  petition,  has  been  released  from  his 
o£Qce  as  executor,  and  has  formally  renounced,  he  cannot,  after  letters 
*'  de  IxmUntm"  with  the  will  annexed,  have  been,  by  the  surrogate,  issued 
to  another,  retract  his  renunciation  and  seek  to  be  restored  (Bobertaon 
agt.  MeQeoeh,  11  Ptiige,  640). 

Executors  as  trustees,  the  question  considered. 

Special  Temij  December y  1878. 

AonoN  for  the  construction  of  the  will  of  Charles  R.  Loh- 
man,  deceased. 

Justus  PaH/meTy  for  phdntifi. 

Orkmdo  L.  StewaHy  for  defendants 

Van  Vobst,  J. —  This  action  is  brought  for  the  constmo- 
tion  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Charles  B.  Lohman, 
deceased. 

The  testator  by  his  wiU  appointed  the  plaintiff  executor  and 
his  wif e,  Ann  Lohman,  executrix  thereof.  The  testator  died 
in  January,  1877. 

The  will,  which  disposed  of  both  real  and  personal  estate, 
was  admitted  to  probate  and  letters  testamentary  were  issued 
to  the  executor  and  executrix. 

Afterwards,  and  on  the  24th  day  of  April,  1877,  upon  the 
petition  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  New 
York,  in  which  the  petitioner,  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  said 
petition,  asked  that  the  letters  testamentary  issued  to  him 
might  be  revoked  and  he  be  discharged  from  his  office  as 
executor,  the  surrogate  made  a  decretal  order  by  which  he 
revoked  the  letters  testamentary,  in  so  far  as  they  affected  the 
plaintiff  and  his  office  as  executor  under  the  will,  and  he  was 
released  and  discharged  from  them. 

The  decree  of  the  surrogate  was  made  in  such  form  as  that 
the  letters  testamentary  granted  to  the  executrix  and  her 
rights  thereunder  were  not  affected. 

Afterwards  the  plaintiff,  by  an  instrument  in  writing  exe- 
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cuted  by  him  and  acknowledged  in  pursuance  of  the  order  of 
the  surrogate,  f ormallj  renounced  and  resigned  his  office  as 
executor  under  the  will  and  all  right  thereto. 

Ann  Lohman,  the  executrix,  died  on  the  31gt  day  of  March, 
1878,  and  letters  dt  horns  nouj  with  the  will  of  Charles  K. 
Lohman,  deceased,  annexed,  were  afterwards  issued  by  the 
surrogate  of  New  York  to  the  defendant,  Carrie  S.  Shannon. 

It  appears  to  me  that  upon  this  statement  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  stands  in  no  such  relation  to  the  will,  or  the 
estate  devised  and  bequeathed  thereunder,  as  to  entitle  him  to 
maintain  this  action.  He  has  no  interest,  direct  or  indirect, 
in  the  subject-matter. 

He  is,  it  is  true,  a  legatee  under  the  will,  but  that  would 
give  him  no  right  to  institute  this  suit  in  equity.  As  a  legatee 
his  claim  for  his  legacy  is  legal  and  not  equitable. 

But  eyen  as  to  the  legacy  he  has  no  claim,  for  the  reason 
that  he  parted,  by  assignment  to  Mrs.  Lohman  in  her  lifetime, 
with  his  interest  in  the  same. 

The  plaintiff  claims,  however,  that  there  are  trusts  created 
by  the  will,  the  execution  of  which  are  cast  upon  him  thereby, 
and  that  as  such  trustee  he  may  bring  this  action. 

I  cannot  find  from  an  examination  of  the  will  that  there  is 
any  remaining  unexecuted  trust  in  him,  or  that  he  is  under 
any  duty  to  any  person  interested  in  the  estate  under  the  will- 
By  the  will  the  whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  was  devised 
and  bequeathed  by  the  testator  to  his  wife,  Ann  Lohman. 
By  subsequent  provisions  of  the  will  legacies  were  given  to 
some  and  payments  directed  to  be  made  to  others  out  of  the 
testator's  estate. 

Mrs.  Lohman,  in  whom  the  whole  legal  estate  was  vested 
by  the  will,  undoubtedly  took  the  same  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  these  legacies  and  the  sums  payable  thereout. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  by  the  will  constituted  a  trustee.  He 
was  not  charged,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  in  any  way  or  man- 
ner with  the  duty  of  trustee,  except  as  such  trust  was  involved 
in  his  office  of  executor. 
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Executors  in  one  sense  are  trustees.  They  succeed  to  the 
personal  estate  for  the  purpose  of  administration,  and  in  relsr 
tion  to  that  they  are,  doubtless,  accountable  as  trustees. 

They  have  no  duty  with  respect  to  the  real  estate,  and  the 
property  in  this  case  was  chiefly  real. 

But  the  relation  of  the  plaintiff  as  executor  was  ended  before 
Uie  death  of  Mrs.  Lohman,  and  with  the  termination  of  his 
office  the  duties  growing  out  of  the  office  from  that  time 
ended. 

It  is  not  before  me  to  inquire  whether  the  order  made  by  the 
surrogate  revoking  the  letters  granted  to  him  was  proper  or 
authorized.  It  was  made  on  plaintifPs  own  application,  and 
as  to  any  affirmative  action  taken  by  the  plaintifE  the  order 
of  the  surrogate,  so  long  as  it  remains  in  force,  is  a  complete 
answer. 

The  plaintifiPs  counsel  suggests,  however,  that  the  plaintiff 
may  retract  his  renunciation  and  ask  to  be  restored.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  he  has  not,  up  to  this  time,  done  so,  and 
that  he  has  not  been  reinstated. 

But  he  cannot  now  retract.  His  place  has  been  filled.  It 
is  too  late  to  retract  after  letters  of  administration,  with  the 
will  annexed,  has  been  issued  to  another  {Hob&rtsOn  agt. 
McOeoch,  11  Pwige,  640). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  admin- 
istrator, with  the  wiU  annexed,  can  execute  any  trust  imposed 
upon  Mrs.  Lohman  by  the  will,  if  any  such  trust  be  created. 

K  there  be  a  trust  unexecuted  and  the  office  of  trustee  be 
really  vacant,  the  plaintiff  because  he  was  named  as  executor, 
the  office  of  which  he  has  resigned,  does  not  succeed  to  it  but 
it  will  devolve  upon  the  court  to  appoint  a  trustee. 

There  is  ample  authority  for  the  conclusion  that  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  maintain  this  action  {Bowers  agt.  Smithy  10  Paige^ 
193 ;  BouOey  agt.  Briggs,  66  N.  Z.,  407 ;  Stinde  agt.  Ridg- 
vmfy  55  H(yio.  P.  jS.,  301 ;  Chipmam,  agt.  Montgomery ^  63 
iT.  r.,  221). 

The  complaint  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
Vol.  LIX        28 
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COTJET  OF  APPEALS. 

William  H.  Bobinbon  agt.  Thb  National  Bane  of  New 

Bbbnb. 

JwrMbicUon  cf  state  coturtt — Attaehmentt  offointt  nationeU  banks  or  thmr 

proper^. 

« 

A  state  court  has  Jurisdiction  of  an  action  on  contract  brought  by  a  resi- 
dent of  the  state  against  a  national  bank  incorporated  under  title  62  of 
the  RcTieed  Statutes  of  the  United  States  located  in  another  state. 

The  last  clause  of  section  5242,  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  forbidding 
an  attachment,  injunction  or  execution  to  be  issued  against  a  national 
bank  before  final  Judgment  in  any  proceeding  in  a  state  court  applies 
only  to  such  banks  as  have  committed  or  are  contemplating  an  act  of 
insolvency. 

An  attachment  can,  therefore,  issue  against  a  national  bank,  except  under 
the  above  circumstances,  from  a  state  court  as  provided  by  the  Ck>de  of 
Civil  Procedure  {Affirming,  8,  O.,  58  JSmo.,  806). 

Mayy  1880.  ^ 

A.  JR.  Dyetty  for  appellant 

T.  0>  Oron/my  for  reBpondent. 

Danfobth,  J.  —  This  case  comes  here  upon  appeal  by 
defendant  from  an  order  made  by  a  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  fourth  department  upon  the  follow- 
ing facts :  The  plaintiff  resides  in  this  state  and  is  a  creditor 
of  the  defendant.  The  defendant  is  a  banking  association 
organized  under  the  laws  of  the  IJnited  States  {tide  LXIIy 
27*.  8.  R.  S.)  and  is  located  at  New  Berne,  North  Carolina. 
Upon  affidavits  showing  these  and  other  facts  sufficient  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, in  force  in  this  state,  an  attachment  was  granted  by 
one  of  the  justices  of  the  supreme  court  and  levied  upon 


NEW  TORE  PRACTICE  REPORTS.         81» 

t  " 

Robinson  agt  National  Bank  of  New  Berne. 

property  of  the  defendant  in  the  city  of  New  York.  The 
defendant  moved  at  a  special  term  to  vacate  the  attachment, 
but  the  motion  waa  denied  and  the  order  there  made  was 
affirmed  at  general  term.  It  is  from  the  order  of  affirmance 
that  this  appeal  is  taken.  The  defendant  seeks  to  sustain  the 
appeal  upon  two  grounds:  First.  That  the  supreme  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  action.  Second.  If  otherwise  it 
had  no  power  to  grant  the  attachment.  But,  notwithstanding 
the  ingenious  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant, 
I  think  neither  position  can  be  sustained.  First,  as  to  juris- 
diction; it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  whether  congress 
might  have  conferred  upon  the  Federal  courts  exclusive  juris- 
diction over  actions  against  national  banks  and  prohibited  the 
state  courts  from  entertaining  them ;  but  this  could  be  done, 
if  at  all,  only  by  express  language  or  provisions  consistent 
only  with  that  construction  {Houston  agt.  Moorej  5  Whe(U.j  1, 
(md  other  cctsea  cited,  mfra).  In  its  absence  a  state  court 
would  have  the  same  power  and  jurisdiction  in  suits,  to  which 
a  national  bank  was  a  party,  as  if  it  was  an  individual  {Bower 
agt.  Fi^st  NaMoTud  Bomk  of  Medinaj  34  JSbw.  P/*.,  409 ; 
Cooke  agt.  State  National  Bank  of  Boston^  52  If.  Z".,  96). 
I  do  not  find  such  language  or  provisions  in  the  act  under 
which  the  defendant  is  organized.  I^or  is  its  existence 
claimed  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  who  has  sub- 
mitted this  case  in  an  exhaustive  oral  and  printed  argument. 
In  the  latter  he  sajis :  ^^And  congress  has  not  only  nowhere 
deprived  the  state  courts  of  jurisdiction  of  actions  agamst 
national  banks  but  has  expressly  conferred  it,  at  the  same 
time  conferring  a  similar  jurisdiction  upon  the  Federal  courts, 
but  in  both  cases  requiring  actions  and  proceedings  against 
them  to  be  brought  in  the  state  where  they  are  located  and 
protecting  them  from  attachment  and  similar  process  before 
jvdgmenty^  and  asserts  ^' that  the  plaintiff  has  all  the  remedy 
to  which  he  has  any  just  claim  in  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ant in  the  state  or  Federal  courts  of  North  Carolina." 
The  contention  then  is,  that  outside  of  the  state  where  the 
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bank  is  located  neither  Federal  nor  state  courts  have  jurisdie- 
tion,  and  that  redress  for  any  canse  of  action  mnst  be  there 
sought;  and  as  it  has  been  held  that  the  statute  referred  to 
extends  to  actions  ly  as  well  as  against  these  corporations 
{Kemiedy  agt.  Oibaon^  8  WaU.j  498)  it  would  follow  that  the 
bank  must  confine  its  operations  to  the  limit  of  its  own  state 
or  be  deprived  of  legal  or  judicial  aid  to  enforce  its  rights. 
This  construction  seems  to  be  unwarranted  bj  the  very  con- 
ditions of  its  being.  The  defendant  was  endowed  with  cer- 
tain powers  and  privileges,  in  the  exercise  of  which  it  might 
be  brought  into  relation  with  citizens  of  different  states,  and 
we  might,  therefore,  expect  that  its  liabilities  arising  there- 
from could  be  enforced  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  if  it  was  a  natural  person  and  not  a  creation  of  the 
law.  It  was  to  loan  money  and  discount  commercial  paper, 
and  although  located  in  North  CaroHna  its  transactions  might 
extend  into  other  states,  for  its  interest  would  follow  the 
person  of  its  debtors,  and  it  would  be  concerned  in  the  dispo- 
sition of  his  property  wherever  situated.  ("  It  is,  therefore, 
provided  that  it  may  purchase  and  hold  such  real  estate  as 
may  be  mortgaged  to  it  in  good  faith  by  way  of  security  for 
debts  previously  contracted,  or  such  as  shall  be  conveyed  to 
it  in  satisfaction  of  similar  debts  contracted  in  the  course  of 
its  dealings,  or  such  as  it  shall  purchase  at  sales  under  judg- 
ment, decrees  or  mortgages  held  by  it,  or  shall  purchase  to 
secure  debts  due  it"  [Sec.  5137,  mb.  23,  U.  8.  Bev.  Stat.]). 
It  is  obvious,  then,  that  it  might  have  occasion  to  sue  its 
debtor  in  any  state  and  resort  to  the  courts  therein  for  pro- 
tection in  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  which  it  is  thus 
permitted  to  acquire ;  as  the  owner  of  property  it  might  also 
incur  liability  to  citizens  of  the  state  or  municipality  where  it 
was  situated ;  and  we  also  find  that  it  may  incur  a  statutory 
liability  to  its  borrower,  and  that  if  it  violates  the  law  relating 
to  interest,  he  may  recover  back  twice  the  amount  of  excessive 
interest  paid  by  him.  Against*  it,  therefore,  the  individual 
might  find  it  necessary  to  put  in  motion  the  machinery  of  the 
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conrts,  and  from  these  powers  and  liabilities  a  right  on  either 
side  to  do  so  might  be  implied.  But  this  is  not  left  to  impli- 
cation. The  statute  declares  that  the  defendant  may  ''sue 
and  be  sued "  in  any  court  of  law  and  equity  as  fully  as  a 
natural  person  {Sec.  5136,  sub.  4).  Now  such  a  person,  a 
citizen  of  North  Carolina,  might  sue  in  any  state  where  he 
could  find  his  debtor,  or  the  property  of  his  debtor,  and  he 
was  liable  to  be  sued  in  any  state  where  he  might  happen  to 
be  or  where  his  property  could  be  found,  and  the  proceeding 
would,  in  the  courts  of  the  state,  be  according  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion given  to  them  by  the  state ;  and  suits  might  also  be 
brought  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  provided  the  con- 
tending parties  were  not  citizens  of  the  same  state.  If  they 
were  it  could  not  have  been  until  the  passage  of  the  national 
banking  act  of  1864  {sec.  57,  emended  MoArch  3, 1873,  voZ. 
17,  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Lan^ge^  chap.  269,  sec.  2 ;  sec.  5198,  U.  8. 
Sev.  Statutes)^  where  it  was,  among  other  things,  enacted 
''that  suits,  actions  and  proceedings  against  any  association 
under  this  act  may  be  had  in  any  circuit,  district  or  territorial 
court  of  the  United  States  held  within  the  district  in  which 
such  association  may  be  established."  The  evident  object  of 
this  provision  was  to  give  the  Federal  courts  jurisdiction 
without  regard  to  the  citizenship  of  the  plaintiff  (11  EUxtehr 
fordy  102).  But  the  same  section  further  provides  "that 
such  suit,  &c.,  may  also  be  had  in  any  state,  county  or  muni- 
cipal court  in  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  association  is 
located,  having  jurisdiction  in  similar  cases."  And,  as  above 
stated,  this  section  has  been  construed  so  as  to  permit  suits  by 
as  well  as  against  the  corporation  {Kermedy  agt.  GHbson^  8 

WaU.y  498).  It  is  this  clause  upon  which  the  appellant  relies 
in  support  of  the  proposition  we  are  now  considering.  It 
has,  however,  been  already  declared  in  this  court  that  these 
words  cannot  be  construed  as  taking  away  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  courts  of  this  state  over  associations  similar  to  this 
defendant  {Cooke  agt.  State  JV^at,  Bank  of  Boston,  52  JSf. 

Y.^  96),  and  the  argument  on  which  that  case  rests  need  not 
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be  repeated.  It  finde  confirmation,  however,  in  the  conse- 
quences likely  to  result  from  a  different  doctrine.  Nor  caii 
we  suppose  that  the  general  power  and  liability  to  sue  and  be 
sued,  given  by  statute  as  above  stated,  was  intended  to  be 
repealed  or  modified  in  this  indirect  manner.  The  general 
liability  subjects  them  to  an  action  in  any  court  in  which  an 
individual  in  like  circumstances  might  be  sued,  and  the  subse- 
quent enumeration  of  particular  courts  without  words  of 
exclusion,  cannot  have  the  effect  to  deprive  other  courts  of 
jurisdiction  {Owens  agt.  Woosmcmy  3  Q.  B.  [Z.  R\  469).  If 
it  was  otherwise  then  a  citizen  of  this  state  having  claim  upon 
land  in  which  a  banking  association  located  in  another  state 
had  an  adverse  interest  would  be  compelled  to  go  there  to 
assume  his  rights  against.it.  Yet  the  contrary  has  been  held 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  a  recent  case 
decided  October  term,  1879  {Casey j  Recr,^  agt.  Adams,  dfec, 
21  Albany  Lann  Jowmal,  376).  Eeferring  to  section  5198, 
above  cited,  the  court  holds  that  it  applies  to  transitory 
actions  only  and  not  to  such  as  are  by  law  local  in  their  char- 
acter, Waite,  Oh.  J.,  saying:  "Section  6136  subjects  the 
banker  to  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  as  fully  as  natural  persons, 
and  there  is  .nowhere  in  the  banking  act  any  evidence  of  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  congress  to  exempt  bankers  from  the 
ordinary  rules  of  law  affecting  the  locality  of  actions  founded 
on  local  things.  The  distinction  between  local  and  transitory 
actions  is  as  old  as  actions  themselves,  and  no  one  has  ever 
supposed  that  laws  which  prescribed  generally  where  one 
should  be  sued,  included  such  suits  as  were  local  in  their 
character,  either  by  statute  or  the  common  law,  unless  it  was 
expressly  so  declared.  Local  actions  are  in  the  nature  of  suits 
m  rerriy  and  are  to  be  prosecuted  where  the  thing  on  which 
they  are  prosecuted  is  situated.  To  give  the  act  of  congress 
a  different  construction  would  be,  in  effect,  to  declare  that  a 
national  bank  could  not  be  sued  at  all  in  a  local  action  where 
the  thing  about  which  the  suit  was  brought  was  not  in  the 
judicial  district  of  the  United  States  within  which  the  bank 
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was  located ;  such  result  could  never  have  been  contemplated 
by  congress."  We  may  construe  the  words  of  section  5198, 
which  confer  power  to  bring  suits  in  certain  specified  courts 
as  permissive  merely  and  not  mandatory,  and,  therefore,  not 
limiting  the  general  rule  which  permits  civil  cases  arising 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  Stated  to  be  prosecuted  and 
determined  in  the  state  courts  unless  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
them  has  been  vested  in  the  Federal  courts,  or  unless  congress 
has  prohibited  the  state  courts  from  entertaining  jurisdiction 
of  such  cases  {Claflm  agt.  Houaemaiiy  Assigrteey  93  U.  S. 
Bep.y  130 ;  1  Kenfa  Cma.^  pp.  J^S,  396 ;  BarJc  of  U,  S.  agt. 
DevereteXy  5  Orwnch^  86 ;  Osborne  agt.  U.  8.  Bcmk^  9  Wheat,^ 
738;  Tedle  agt.  FutUm^  1  Com.,  537).  In  Htmaton  agt. 
Moore  (5  WJieoit.,,  1)  Mr.  justice  Washington,  in  delivering 
judgment,  says  {page  27) :  ^'  I  hold  it  to  be  perfectly  clear 
that  congress  cannot  confer  jurisdiction  upon  any  courts  but 
such  as  exist  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  although  the  state  courts  may  exercise  jurisdiction  in 
cases  authorized  by  the  laws  of  the  state  and  not  prohibited 
by  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts;"  and 
that  case  also  holds  that  the  mere  assignment  of  jurisdiction 
to  a  particular  court  does  not  necessarily  render  it  exclusive. 
It  may  very  well  be  that  when  the  right  in  controversy  is 
created  by  an  act  of  congress,  and  the  remedy  is  prescribed 
to  be  by  suit  in  the  Federal  courts,  the  state  courts  have  no 
jurisdiction.  But  that  is  not  this  case,  nor  are  these  words  of 
exclusion.  If  we  look  into  other  laws  enacted  by  congress, 
and  in  which  provision  is  made  for  proceedings  before  one 
court  rather  than  another,  we  shall  find  a  marked  difference 
in  language  implying  clearly  a  different  interest.  In  title  13, 
chapter  12,  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  concerning  the 
judiciary,  eight  cases  of  suits  and  proceedings  and  litigants  of 
particular  character  are  specified,  and  as  to  them  it  is  said : 
^  The  jurisdiction  vested  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
*  *  *  shall  be  exclusive  of  the  courts  of  the  several 
states."    We  cannot  doubt  that  language  equaUy  explicit  would 


Mi  NEW  YORK  PiUOTICE  REPORTS. 


Robinson  agt  National  Bank  of  New  Berne. 
/ 


have  been  used  had  a  aimilar  purpose  been  entertained  in  regard 
to  matters  of  controversy  under  the  banking  law.  It  was  not, 
and  for  this  and  other  reasons  above  stated  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  supreme  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  matter  involved 
in  this  action.  Second.  Is  the  attachment  prohibited?  To 
determine  this  we  must  look  at  the  whole  section  relating  to 
it.  It  is  section  5242  of  the  United  States  Revised  Statutes 
{edition  of  1878),  and  is  in  these  words :  "  Section  5242.  All 
transfers  of  the  notes,  bonds,  bills  of  exchange  or  evidence  of 
debt  owing  to  any  banking  association  or  of  deposits  to  its 
credit;  all  assignments  of  nyrtgages,  sureties  on  real  estate  or 
of  judgment  or  decrees  in  its  favor ;  all  deposits  of  money, 
bullion  or  other  valuable  thing  for  its  use,  or  for  the  use  of 
any  of  its  shareholder  or  creditors,  and  aJl  payments  of  money 
to  either  made  after  the  commission  of  an  act  of  insolvency, 
or  in  contemplation  thereof  made  with  a  view  to  prevent  the 
application  of  its  assets  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  this 
chapter,  or  with  the  view  to  the  preference  of  one  creditor  to 
another,  except  in  payment  of  its  circulating  notes,  shall  be 
ntterly  nnU  and  void;  and  no  attachment,  injunction  or  exe- 
cution  shall  be  issued  against  such  association  or  its  property 
before  final  judgment  in  any  suit,  action  or  proceeding  in  any 
state,  county  or  municipal  court."  It  is  found  in  title  62,  chi^p- 
ter  4,  entitled  '^  Dissolution  and  Beceivership ; "  and  although 
in  ordinary  cases  it,  is  said  that  the  title  of  an  act  of  congress 
is  entitled  to  little,  if  any,  weight  {Hodden  agt.  The  Collector ^ 
6  WaUdcey  107),  yet  when  it  occurs  in  the  revision  of  the 
statutes  it  cannot  be  entirely  disregarded.  It  would  seem,  in 
such  a  case,  to  indicate  with  great  certainty  what  was  in  the 
mind  of  the  legislature.  The  subject-matter  of  the  section  is 
the  transfer  of  property  by  a  banking  association  made  "  after 
the  commission  of  an  act  of  insolvency,  or  in  contemplation 
thereof,"  when  made  under  the  circumstances  therein  stated, 
such  transfer,  it  says,  ^^  shall  be  utterly  null  and  void,  and  no 
attachment  «  *  «  diaH  be  issued  against  such 
association  or  its  property  before  final  judgment  in  any  suit, 
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action  or  proceeding  in  any  state,  county  or  municipal  court." 
We  concur  with  the  general  term  in  the  opinion  that  these 
words  of  prohibition  must  be  deemed  to  have  the  same  rela- 
tion as  the  other  things  prohibited  and  apply  only  to  insolvent 
corporations,  or  one  about  to  become  so ;  and  that  the  object 
of  the  entire  section  is  to  prevent  one  creditor  of  a  corporation, 
whose  assets  are  insufficient  to  meet  its  liability,  from  obtain- 
ing a  preference,  whether  it  is  sought  through  a  voluntary 
assignment  or  transfer,  or  payment,  or  the  form  of  a  legal  pro- 
ceeding. It  is  plain  that  this  is  not  the  case  before  us ;  nor 
is  the  cause  of  action  created  by  the  act ;  nor  does  it  arise  in 
consequence  of  the  violation  of  any  of  its  provisions.  It  is 
for  breach  of  contract,  a  remedy  for  which  by  action  exists  at 
common  law,  and  for  the  enforcement  of  which  against  the 
property  of  a  non-resident  the  statute  has  given  the  suit  in 
question.  It  is  a  proceeding  m  renij  merely,  not  m  peraonamy 
for  that  purpose  the  court  neither  has  nor  does  it  asspme  to 
have  jurisdiction  {People  agt.  Baker ^  76  N.  y.,  87).  It  must 
therefore,  like  other  proceediugs  m  rem^  be  prosecuted  where 
the  thing  on  which  it  is  founded  is  situated  {Casey y  Hear.,  agt. 
AdamSj  supra).  The  attachment  is  not  to  bring  the  defend- 
ant into  court,  its  object  is  to  give  the  plaintiff  execution 
against  the  thing  attached  {KUbowm  agt.  WoodAJOorthy  5  Johns.y 
37).  It  does  not  go  beyond  it.  It  is  not  to  compel  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  but  to  make  the  property  of  absentees  liable 
for  their  debts.  Execution  can  go  no  further,  neither  against 
the  property  nor  the  person.  It  is  confined  to  the  property 
taken,  and  if  it  cannot  be  maintained  the  plaintiff  is  remedi- 
less unless  he  goes  out  of  his  own  state  and  into  the  place 
where  the  debtor  is  located ;  for,  as  we  have  seen,  according 
to  the  appellant's  theory  the  state  court  has  jurisdiction  only 
in  that  place ;  and  the  same  statute  which  confers  it  in  like 
manner  restricts  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

An  concur. 

Vol.  LIX        29 
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The  Tbustses  of  thb  Nobthebn  Dispensabt  of  New  York 

agt.  Benjamin  W.  Mesbiam  et  al. 

Fortdow/rt  <ff  mortgotge  — jtidgmetU  for  defloi&nq/ — whsn  and  under  what 
cireufMtances  matum  to  mt  oMb  wuh  judgment  may  be  made  —  Oode  of 
€mL  Procedwre,  seeOon  1290. 

In  a  foreclosure  suit  judgment  for  a  deficiency  was  entered  against  parties 
upon  a  covenant  in  the  deed  given  them  upon  the  purchase  of  the  prop- 
erty, whereby  they  assumed  the  payment  of  the  mortgage.  In  the 
contract  for  the  purchase  they  were  simply  to  take  the  property  subject 
to  the  mortgage.  When  they  were  made  parties  to  the  foreclosure  suit 
they  were  unable  to  find  the  contract,  and  did  not,  until  some  time  after 
judgment,  discover  that  by  the  deed  they  were  made  to  assume  the 
mortgage,  the  instrument  having  been  drawn  without  their  inspection; 
they,  therefore,  allowed  the  foreclosure  suit  to  go  by  default: 

Edd,  that  when  the  contract  was  discovered,  it  being  within  ten  years  after 
the  judgment  was  entered,  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  ask  that  the 
judgment  be  opened  and  they  be  allowed  to  come  in  and  defend. 

As,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  defendants  were  not  to  assume  the  mort- 
gage the  covenant  which  imposed  the  liability  upon  them  was  a  mutual 
mistake  between  the  parties  thereto;  and  when  the  discovery  of  the 
contract  showed  defendants'  non-liability  for  the  deficiency  they  then 
had  the  right  to  resist  responsibility  which  they  had  unknowingly 
assumed. 

Special  Term,  Juby,  1880. 

In  this  foreclosure  suit  judgment  for  deficiency  was  entered 
against  Messrs.  Koch  ife  Jacob,  attorneys,  on  November  9, 1878, 
upon  a  covenant  in  the  deed  given  them  upon  the  purchase  of 
the  property,  whereby  they  assumed  payment  of  the  mort- 
gage. In  the  contract  for  the  purchase  they  were  simply  to 
take  the  property  subject  to  the  mortgage.  "When  they  were 
made  parties  to  the  foreclosure  suit  they  were  unable  to  find 
the  contract,  and  did  not  until  then  discover  that  by  the 
deed  they  were  made  to  assume  the  mortgage,  the  instrument 
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having  been  drawn  without  their  inspection ;  they,  therefore, 
allowed  the  foreclosure  suit  to  go  by  default.  Then  when 
the  contract  was  discovered  the  defendants,  Koch  &  Jacob, 
asked  that  the  judgment  be  opened  and  they  be  allowed  to 
come  in  and  defend. 

Labbemobe,  J.  —  This  motion  is  made  by  the  defendants, 
Koch  &  Jacob,  to  open  a  judgment  entered  by  default  against 
them  November  9,  1878.  It  is  based  upon  an  error  of  fact 
not  arising  upon  the  trial  and  falls,  therefore,  within  section 
1290  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  By  the  terms  of  the 
contract  of  sale  they  were  not  to  assume  the  mortgage  in  ques- 
tion ;  and  the  covenant  in  the  deed  which  imposed  this  liability 
upon  them  was  a  mutual  mistake  between  the  parties  thereto, 
for  the  contract  was  in  vrritrng  and  there  is  nothing  to  show 
that  there  had  been  any  change  in  its  terms,  in  pursuance  of 
which  the  deed  should  have  been  drawn.  Not  having  the 
contract  at  hand  when  the  foreclosure  was  had  the  defendants 
rightfully  suffered  a  default,  but  when  the  discovery  of  the 
contract  showed  their  non-liability  for  the  deficiency  they 
then  had  the  right  to  resist  the  responsibility  which  they  had 
unknowingly  assumed.  Suppose  the  recital  of  the  amount 
of  the  mortgage  in  the  deed  had  exceeded  the  amount  of  that 
named  in  the  contract,  would  the  former  control  and  leave  the 
defendants  without  any  redress?  There  is  no  principle  of 
equity  that  would  sustain  such  a  proposition.  The  defend- 
ants are  entitled  to  their  defense  {Kilmer  agt.  Smithy  77  N, 
jr.,  226).  Nor  can  I  understand  how  a  stipulation,  to  which 
these  defendants  were  not  parties,  could  change  the  order  of 
payment  of  the  liability  of  the  defendants  who  were  responsi- 
ble for  the  deficiency. 

According  to  the  usual  practice  the  liability  was  both  joint 
and  several,  and  I  cannot  understand  from  the  papers  submit- 
ted how  the  defendant  Merritt  has  become  a  guarantor  for 
these  defendants.  If  he  had  paid  the  claim  he  might  claim 
contribution,  but  he  cannot  insist,  by  virtue  of  any  legal 
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right,  that  a  newly-dificovered  and  meritorious  defense  may 
not  be  interposed  to  an  alleged  personal  liability  where  the 
laches  are  satisfactorily  explained  and  the  foreclosure  proceed- 
ings proper  are  not  impugned  or  delayed. 

Motion  granted  on  payment  of  costs ;  order  to  be  settled, 
on  notice,  July  twentieth  at  11  a.  m. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  Union  Avenue. 

Ckfmmimimen  to  (uoartain  damages  cmd  mmm  ihs  dame — When  Ihecowrt 
win  not  ifUeffere  vnlth  their  frndinge  and  condudone. 

The  court  should  not,  unless  there  be  a  palpable  and  manifest  error  com- 
mitted, interfere  with  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  a  commission 
duly  appointed  by  the  court  to  ascertain  the  damages  to  the  owners  of 
property  taken  for  the  widening  of  a  street  or  avenue,  and  to  assess  and 
apportion  the  same. 

The  report  considered  and  the  objections  commented  upon  and  reasons 
given  for  the  confirmation  of  the  report. 

SpeddL  Termj  Mayy  1880. 

Motion  to  confirm  the  report  of  commissioners  on  the  widen- 
.ing  of  Union  avenue. 

George  O.  Preston  and  Seymowr  Z.  Siebbms^  for  motion. 

A.  T.  ClearvHxtery  K  S.  Woody  C.  R.  N.  Chmwpfm,  and 
Jf.  Schoomndkery  opposed. 

Wbstbeook,  J.  —  In  conformity  with  section  94  of  the 
charter  of  the  city  of  Kingston  a  commission  was  duly 
appointed  by  this  court,  composed  of  Henry  C.  Connelly, 
David  Gill  and  Daniel  Allen,  to  ascertain  the  damages  to  the 
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owners  of  property  required  for  the  widening  of  Union  avenue, 
and  to  assess  and  apportion  the  same  ^'  on  the  real  estate  and 
against  the  persons  benefited  thereby."  The  report  of  the  com- 
mission is  now  before  the  court  for  confirmation,  and  to  it  objec- 
tions are  made  by  some  of  the  owners  of  property  proposed  to 
be  taken  on  the  ground  that  the  sums  allowed  them  are  insuf- 
ficient, and,  also,  by  persons  residing  at  the  upper  end  of  the  ave- 
nue who  claim  that  their  property  is  erroneously  assessed,  and 
that  property  located  upon  other  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
improvement  should  also  be  assessed.  The  general  rule  is 
well  settled  that  the  court  should  not,  unless  there  be  a  palpa- 
ble and  manifest  error  committed,  interfere  with  the  findings 
and  conclusions  of  a  commission  of  this  character.  The  men 
comprising  the  present  one  were  selected  with  great  care,  and 
all  parties  had  in  them  the  fullest  confidence.  The  duty  they 
were  called  upon  to  discharge  was  entirely  a  matter  of  opinion 
and  judgment,  upon  which  judgments  and  opinions  wiU  be  as 
many  as  the  number  of  persons  caUed  upon  to  give  them. 
By  the  section  of  the  charter  before  referred  to  they  were 
'required  to  "  view  the  premises  and,  in  their  discretion,  receive 
any  legal  evidence."  This  language  shows  that  they  have 
full  power  to  rely  upon  their  own  sight  and  judgment ;  and 
though  they  have  the  right  to  receive,  as  they  did  receive, 
evidence,  still  they  have  to  act  largely  upon  their  own  judg- 
ments. A  careful  consideration  of  the  claims  of  the  seversd 
persons  who  insist  that  the  damages  awarded  to  them  are 
insufficient  induces  me  not  to  disturb  the  report  in  any  of 
those  instances.  Very  likely,  if  the  questions  had  b,een  before 
me  originally,  I  might  have  differed  with  the  gentlemen  who 
have  made  the  estimates,  but  where  so  much  depends  on 
opinion  it  would  be  uiisafe  and  improper  to  reverse  their 
conclusions. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  commissioners  have  com- 
mitted errors  of  law,  and  these  alleged  errors  will  next  be 
examined: 

First.  It  is  said  that  property  upon  other  streets  should 
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have  been  asBeBsed  to  make  the  improvement.  This,  I  appre- 
hend, is  not  an  error  of  law  but  of  fact,  if  there  be  any.  The 
charter  {see  section  94)  required  the  commissioners  to  "  assess 
and  apportion  the  said  damages,  if  any,  of  such  improvement 
on  the  real  estate  and  against  the  persons  benefited  thereby, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  in  proportion  to  the  benefit  resulting 
therefrom."  It  was  for  them  to  say  who  were  and  who  were 
not  benefited  by  the  improvement ;  and  as  they  have  deter- 
mined that  the  property  on  the  street  improved  should  defray 
the  cost  thereof,  and  as  such  cost  has  been  graded  on  all  prop- 
erty upon  the  street  according  to  the  distance  from  the  spot 
of  the  improvement,  I  see  no  cause  for  interfering  with  the 
report  in  that  particular. 

Second.  It  is  urged  that  evidence  tending  to  show  that  part 
of  the  property  proposed  to  be  taken  was  within  the  bounds 
of  the  street  was  improperly  rejected.  This  objection,  also, 
has  no  force.  It  was  not  the  province  of  the  commission  to 
determine  the  original  bounds  of  the  street,  but  only  to  ascer- 
tain the  damages  to-  be  sustained  by  the  alleged  owner  of 
specific  property  proposed  to  be  taken.  It  was  for  the  com- 
mon council  to  determine  what  property  might  be  properly 
claimed  as  belonging  to  the  street ;  and  when  it  had  decided 
that  certain  premises  needed  for  widening  an  avenue  were 
not  within  its  limits,  and  on  the  faith  thereof  applied  for  a 
commission  to  ascertain  the  damages  which  the  alleged  owners 
would  sustain  if  taken,  and  such  commission  is  organized  only 
for  that  purpose,  it  certainly  was  powerless  to  adjudicate  any 
other  question,  and  especially  one  which  would  have  directly 
confiicted  with  the  inquiry  to  which  it  was  expressly  limited. 

These  general  views,  hastily  penned,  though  adopted  after 
careful  thought,  indicate  my  reasons  for  confirming  the  report, 
without  any  detailed  discussion  of  each  objection. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thomas  R.  Rutherfobd,  assignee  in  bankraptcj  of  David 

Dbnnis,  agt  Jambs  Hswey  et  al. 

Bankruptcy  —  JuriidictUm  ofmiupreme  court  in  action  hy  an  attignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy to  recover  estate  of  bankrupt  —  AMignee  in  bankruptcy  may  mainiain 
action  for  partition  —  Leave  of  baiihruptcy  court  not  neceeeary  —  Ikooyeart^ 
UfiUtaiion  of  bankruptcy  act  no  applicaiion. 

This  court  has  jurisdiction  in  all  actions,  legal  or  equitable,  brought  by 
an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  to  recover  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  or  to 
determine  rights  to  property  claimed  by  him  as  such  assignee,  or  in  any 
way  affecting  the  same,  and  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  Federal 
courts  by  section  1  of  the  bankrupt  act  was  not  ezclusiye.  Nor  does 
the  subsequent  amendment  to  that  section  passed  June  32,  1874,  affect 
the  statute  in  this  respect 

An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  may  maintain  an  action  for  partition. 

Leave  of  the  bankruptcy  court  is  not  necessary  before  commencing  the 
action. 

The  two  years'  limitation  of  the  bankruptcy  act  has  no  application  to  such 
a  case  as  this.  The  suit  is  not  to  recover  property  in  dispute  or  to 
which  there  is  any  adverse  claim,  but  it  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  it  into  a  situation  where  it  will  bring  the  largest  sum  to  the 
estate. 

Nor  does  the  discharge  of  the  bankrupt  restore  to  him  this  property. 

Stefuhen  Equity  Term,  Mwrch^  1880. 

On  the  30th  day  of  June,  1874,  David  Dennis,  together 
with  his  three  brothers,  were  the  owners  in  fee  of  a  farm 
sitnate  in  Steuben  county,  described  in  the  complaint,  each 
being  the  owner  of  an  undivided  fourth  part  thereof.  On 
that  day  a  proceeding  in  bankruptcy  was  commenced  against 
David  Dennis  by  his  creditors,  and  on  the  21st  day  of  July, 
1874,  he  was  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt  thereunder,  and  in 
the  following  September  the  plaintiff  was  duly  chosen  his 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  and  the  usual  assignment  under  the 
bankrupt  act  was  made  by  the  register  acting  in  the  matter  to 
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the  plaintiff.  The  bankmpf  b  interest  in  the  land  was  set  out 
in  his  schedules,  which  was  the  only  real  or  personal  property 
owned  by  the  bankrupt  at  the  commencement  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings.  On  the  9th  day  of  March,  1875,  the 
bankrupt  was  duly  discharged  from  all  his  debts  by  a  dis- 
charge in  the  usual  form  granted  to  him  in  the  bankruptcy 
proceeding.  No  debts  were  ever  proven  against  the  estate  of 
the  bankrupt,  and  the  proceeding  was  never  finished  or  the 
assignee  discharged.  Up  to  the  3d  day  of  April,  1879,  the 
bankrupt  with  his  brothers  continued  to  occupy  the  land  and 
to  use  it  as  their  own,  the  assignee  making  no  claim  to  it  nor 
to  the  rents  or  profits.  On  that  day  the  bankrupt  with  his 
brothers  executed  a  deed  of  the  premises  to  the  defendant, 
Hewey.  The  plaintiff  did  not  join  in  or  consent  to  the  con- 
veyance, and  in  May,  1879,  this  action  was  commenced  by 
the  plaintiff  as  such  assignee  for  partition  and  division  of  said 
lands, , the  plaintiff  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  the  share 
formerly'belonging  to  David  Dennis,  as  such  assignee,  and  as 
assets  of  the  estate  in  bankruptcy.  The  action  was  the  ordi- 
nary action  for  partition.  The  answer  of  the  defendant  set 
up  the  discharge  of  the  bankrupt  from  all  his  debts,  and  that 
more  than  two  years  had  elapsed  since  the  cause  of  action 
accrued  to  the  assignee,  and  that  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
could  not  maintain  an  action  for  partition. 

J.  F,  Pwrkhu/rstj  for  plaintiff. 

I.  Leave  of  the  bankruptcy  court  was  not  necessary  before 
commencing  this  action.  To  this  point  I  have  only  to  remark 
that  by  section  5044  the  title  to  all  the  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  bankrupt  is,  by  the  assignment,  vested  in  and 
conveyed  to  the  assignee;  and  the  same  statute  which  pro- 
vides that  the  assignee  may  sell  and  dispose  of  the  property 
also  has  this  provision:  "The  assignee  shall  have  the  like 
remedy  to  recover  all  the  estate,  debts  and  effects  in  his  own 
name  as  the  debtor  might  have  had  if  the  decree  in  bank- 
ruptcy had  not  been  rendered  and  no  assignment  made,"  &c. 
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{See.  5047).  It  has  never  before  been  claimed  in  this  state 
that  any  such  leave  of  the  conrt  was  necessary.  It  seems  a 
novel  proposition  to  maintain  in  a  state  conrt  that  its  ^'  juris- 
diction" to  entertain  such  an  action  depends  upon  the  permis- 
sion or  direction  of  the  Federal  courts. 

II.  An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  may  maintain  an  action  for 
partition.  The  assignee  gets  this  right  because  he  becomes 
by  the  transfer  to  him  the  absolute  owner  of  the  property  for 
the  purposes  of  the  trust,  and  is,  by  the  act,  given  "the  like 
remedy  to  recover  all  the  estate,  debts  and  effects  in  his  own 
name,  as  the  debtor  might  have  done  if  the  decree  in  bank- 
ruptcy had  not  been  rendered  and  no  assignment  made" 
{See.  5047).  The  assignee  has  even  greater  rights  than  the 
bankrupt  would  have  had  as  to  the  bringing  of  actions,  for  he 
may  bring  actions  to  set  aside  transfers  by  the  debtor  in  fraud 
of  his  creditors.  The  objection  suggested  in  Dubois  agt. 
Oassidmf  (75  If.  Y.y  299)  that  a  receiver  in  supplementary 
proceedings  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  partition  is  founded 
upon  a  reason  not  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  Such  a 
receiver  is  only  authorized  to  take  sufSdent  property  of  a 
debtor  to  satisfy  the  judgment  under  which  he  was  appointed. 
He  has  not  general  title  to  the  property  unless  a  conveyance 
is  m&de  to  him  by  the  debtor  under  the  order  of  the  court ; 
and  even  then  his  office  would  terminate  upon  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment  under  which  he  acts.  This  distinction  is  pointed 
out  in  Bostwiek  agt.  Menek  et  al.  (40  N.  Y.  [1  Hcmd\  383). 
See,  also,  Seott  agt.  Ehnore  (10  flim,  58);  Chcmtcmqvs 
Cowniy  Bamk  agt.  Risley  (10  N.  Y.^  370).  Such  a  receiver 
cannot  maintain  an  action  to  set  aside  a  general  assignment  by 
the  judgment  debtor  as  fraudulent  against  creditors  for  the 
reason  above  stated  {BoBtmck  agt.  Menekj  swprd).  But  an 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  may  maintain  such  an  action  because 
he  has  a  general  title  {CJiemwig  Co.  Ccmal  Bamk  agt.  Judsoriy 
8  N.  Y.J  258).  An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  may  even  main- 
tain an  action  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  his  title  {Beers  agt. 
PlacCy  36  Carm.j  578),  or  to  vacate  a  transfer  of  property, 
Vol.  LIX  30 
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althotigh  he  is  in  possession  of  it  (11  iT.  B,  R.^  121) ;  and  an 
assignee  under  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors may  maintain  an  action  for  partition  ( Van  Arsdale  agt. 
JDrake^  2  Barb.^  600).  This  is  direct  authority  for  the  case 
at  bar  and  is  cited  as  authority  by  our  own  general  term  in 
the  case  of  OalMe  agt.  Eagle  (65  Ba/rb,-^  587).  The  necessity 
for  such  a  power  is  apparent  in  the  case  at  bar.  The  land 
will  sell  for  nothing  unless  the  assignee's  right  to  it  is  deter- 
mined. No  purchaser  of  real  estate  would  buy  an  undivided 
share  of  such  a  farm,  especially  when  the  assignee's  right  to 
sell  was  disputed  and  the  purchaser  would  know  he  was  buy- 
ing a  law  suit.  As  was  stated  by  plainti£Ps  counsel  on  the 
trial,  so  far  as  the  defendant  is  concerned,  this  is  a  friendly 
action  simply  to  determine  whether  defendant  shall  pay  the 
purchase-price  to  the  assignee  or  to  the  bankrupt.  A  decision 
that  the  court  will  not  entertain  the  action  will  leave  the 
parties  where  they  started  and  make  both  a  sale  and  another 
partition  suit  necessary. 

in.  The  two  years'  limitation  of  the  bankruptcy  act  has 
no  application  to  such  a  case  as  this.  The  adverse  claim 
referred  to  in  the  bankruptcy  act  is  not  an  adverse  claim  by 
or  under  the  bankrupt  {Cla/rh  agt.  Glark^  17  How.,  315 ; 
Pickett  agt.  McOa/rrick,  14  If.  B.  R,,  236).  But  as  decided 
by  our  court  of  appeals  this  section  refers  only  to  suits  grow- 
ing out  of  disputes  in  respect  to  property  and  rights  of 
property  of  the  bankrupt,  and  "to  which  adverse  claims 
existed  while  in  the  hands  of  the  bankrupt  and  before  the 
assignment"  {StepJiens  agt.  Homeer,  39  If.  F.,  309,  310). 
And  the  United  States  supreme  court  at  the  October  term, 
1878,  adopt  the  same  construction  {Phetpa,  Assignee^  cfe<?., 
agt.  McDonaMy  19  If,  B,  -ff.,  192).  No  statute  of  limita- 
tions would,  however,  have  any  application  to  an  action  for 
partition.  The  assignee  was,  in  contemplation  of  law,  in 
possession  of  this  property.  The  doweress  died  only  six 
months  before  this  action  was  commenced,  and  Hewey's  title 
was  made  only  the  day  before  the  commencement  of  the 
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action.  The  bankrupt  has  had  no  possession  nor  interest  in 
the  property  since  he  conveyed  this  property  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  June  30, 1874,  through  his  bankruptcy  proceediog. 
Without  a  discontinuance  of  the  bankruptcy  proceedings  he 
can  never  have  title  again  to  the  property  except  through  the 
assignee  {Diedrich  agt.  AUeriy  10  Hvmfph.y  588;  Bvmp^ 
Ba/nJerwptcy  \^ih  ed,'\y  page  553). 

lY.  The  plaintiff  should  have  the  relief  demanded  in 
the  complaint.  This  land  belongs  to  the  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt.  The  late  bankruptcy  act  has  been  called  many 
hard  names  and  has  been  justly  charged  with  many  faults, 
but  we  think  it  was  never  before  claimed,  especially  in  a 
court  of  equity,  that  under  this  act  a  bankrupt  may  be  dis- 
charged before  distribution  of  his  estate  and  then  turn  around 
and  take  from  the  assignee  the  entire  estate  which  he  has 
transferred  to  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  as  a 
condition  of  receiving  his  discharge. 

Mr.  A.  P.  Ferris  and  Mr.  Kmgsleyj  for  defendants. 

Maoomber,  e/.  —  The  case  of  Cook  agt.  Whipple  (65  N.  Z"., 
150)  decided  that  this  court  has  jurisdiction  in  all  actions, 
legal  or  equitable,  brought  by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  to 
recover  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  or  to  determine  rights 
to  property  claimed  by  him  as  such  assignee,  or  in  any  way 
affecting  the  same,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon 
the  Federal  courts  by  section  1  of  the  bankrupt  act  was  not 
exclusive.  ]Nor  does  the  subsequent  amendment  of  that  sec- 
tion, passed  June  22, 1874,  affect  the  statute  so  aa  to  impair 
the  authority  of  that  decision.  The  amendment  consists  only 
in  adding  the  following  clause  to  the  section : 

'^  Provided^  that  the  court  having  charge  of  the  estate  of 
any  bankrupt  may  direct  that  any  of  the  legal  assets  or  debts  of 
the  bankrupt,  as  contradistinguished  from  equitable  demands, 
shall,  when  such  debt  does  not  exceed  five  hundred  doUars, 
be  collected  in  the  courts  of  the  state  where  such  bankrupt 
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resides,  having  jurisdiction  of  claims  of  such  nature  and 
amount." 

No  direction  was  given  by  the  district  court  that  this  action 
should  be  brought  in  the  state  court,  nor  was  such  direction 
necessary.  The  amendment  in  no  respect  made  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Federal  courts  exclusive,  when  it  was  not  exclusive 
when  the  decision  of  Cook  agt.  Whipple  was  rendered.  It 
simply  conferred  upon  those  courts  the  power  which  they  did 
not  possess  before  its  passage  of  directing,  of  their  own  motion, 
that  certain  actions  be  prosecuted  in  the  state  courts.  The 
supreme  court  of  this  state  possesses  general  jurisdiction  by 
the  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  all  cases  in  law  and  in  equity. 

In  what  manner  or  in  what  place  a  party  acquires  the  legal 
rights  which  he  proposes  to  enforce  is  quite  immaterial  so 
long  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  has  not  been  aenied,  as 
it  may  be  in  a  limited  class  of  cases  where  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution and  the  Federal  laws  have  made  the  jurisdiction  of 
United  States  court-s  paramount  and  exclusive.  To  hold  that 
the  proviso  above  quoted  affected  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court 
would  make  jurisdiction  of  a  state  court  dependent  upon  the 
will  of  a  judge  of  the  Federal  court. 

The  only  other  question  which  I  deem  of  sufficient  import- 
ance to  advert  to  is  whether  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  may 
be  permitted  to  maintain  an  action  for  partition. 

The  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  of  David  Den- 
nis, and  the  transfer  to  him,  clothed  him  with  the  title  to  all 
of  the  property  of  the  bankrupt.  He  became  the  absolute 
owner  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  for  the 
purposes  of  his  trust. 

He  became  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  other  part  owners 
of  the  la^ds  described  in  the  complaint.  It  is  true  it  was  not 
necessary  for  him  to  bring  this  action  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing his  share  set  off  to  him^  for  by  the  bankrupt  act,  he  was 
empowered  to  sell  his  interest  while  it  was  undivided.  He 
was  already  possessed  of  it  as  effectively  as  the  bankrupt  him- 
self was  possessed  of  it  before  the  adjudication  in  bankruptcy 
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and  the  assignee's  title  was  undisputed.  Yet  the  court  cannot 
properly  say,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  assignee  was  bound 
to  proceed  in  that  way.  He  may  have  believed,  with  reason, 
that  a  sale  so  made  would  not  be  so  advantageous  to  his  estate 
as  an  actual  partition  and  a  sale  of  the  portion  set  off  to  him. 
In  such  .case  the  assignee  has,  in  my  judgment,  the  right,  and 
it  is  his  duty,  to  bring  a  suit  for  a  partition  of  the  lands. 
Section  5047  declares  that '^  the  assignee  shall  have  the  like 
remedy  to  recover  the  estate,  debts  and  effects  in  his  own* 
name,  as  the  debtor  might  have  done  if  the  decree  in  bank- 
ruptcy had  not  been  rendered  and  no  assignment  made.". 

In  Dubois  agt.  Caasidy  (75  JV.  T".,  302)  it  was  doubted 
whether  a  receiver  appointed  in  proceedings  supplementary 
to  execution  acquired  such  a  title  to  real  estate  as  to  enable 
him  to  maintain  an  action  of  partition.  But  that  suggestion 
rested  upon  the  particular  nature  of  the  estate  which  such  a 
receiver  has.  He  is  not  clothed  with  the  general  title  to  the 
debtor's  property  unless  a  transfer  has  been  made  to  him  by 
the  debtor  either  voluntarily  or  by  an  order  of  the  court.  But 
an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  stands  to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
as  does  an  assignee  under  a  voluntary  and  general  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  to  the  estate  of  the  assignor.  He 
becomes  the  absolute  owner  of  the  entire  estate  for  the  pur- 
pose of  distributing  the  same  to  all  of  the  creditors  ratably. 
In  Vcm  Arsddle  agt.  Drake  (2  Bwrb.^  600)  it  was  held  that  an 
assignee  under  the  state  insolvent  act  could  maintain  an  action 
for  the  partition  of  the  debtor's  real  estate. 

As  to  the  point  that  the  action  is  required  to  be  brought 
within  two  years  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  suit  is  not  to 
recover  property  in  dispute,  or  to  which  there  is  any  adverse 
claim,  but  it  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  getting  it  into  a 
situation  where  it  will  bring  the  largest  sum  to  the  estate. 

A  point  is  also  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  that 
the  discharge  of  the  bankrupt  restored  to  him  this  property, 
but  manifestly  this  position  is  wholly  untenable. 

I  must  conclude  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
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demanded  in  the  complaint,  with  costs  chargeable  upon  the 
property  or  upon  the  fond  in  case  a  partition  cannot  be  had 
and  a  sale  is  directed. 
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Daniel  W.  Fish  agt.  Isaac  M.  Hose  and  another. 

PUadiim  —  Complaint — tohen  U  w  aufflderU —  M^fainder  of  panUn  dtfend- 
ant — Demurrer  —  Code  of  OvoU  Prooedwre,  eeeUon  488. 

In  an  action  against  two  defendants  a  complaint  will  not  be  held  defective 
on  a  joint  demurrer  by  both,  put  upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  if  it  states  a  cause  of 
action  against  either. 

That  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant  is  not  a  ground  of  demurrer. 
The  defect  of  parties  defendant,  for  which  a  demurrer  may  be  interposed, 
is  a  deficiency. 

Special  Temiy  April,  1880. 
Demubbeb  to  complaint. 
A. «/.  Perry,  for  defendants. 
Ha/wkviM  (&  Oothren,  for  plaintiff. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  This  is  a  joint  demmrer  by  the  defend- 
ants. The  plaintiff  has  clearly  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
defendants,  separately.  The  demnrrer  takes  the  objection 
that  the  facts  stated  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendants,  jointly  or  severally. 

But  in  an  action  against  two  defendants  the  complaint  will 
not  be  held  bad  on  a  joint  demurrer  by  both  defendants,  put 
upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  if  it  states  a  cause  of  action  against 
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either  {Phillips  agt.  Hagadom^  12  Sow.  P.  /?.,  17  ;  Eldridge 
agt.  Bdl,  idem,  547). 

In  order  to  have  reached  the  true  ground  of  objection  which 
is  argued  in  this  behalf  the  demurrer  should  have  assigned  as 
grounds  thereof  that  causes  of  action  had  been  improperly 
united  (Jackson  agt.  BroohinSj  5  Hun^  531). 

It  is  objected  by  the  demurrer  that  there  is  a  misjoinder 
of  parties  defendant. 

But  no  such  objection  can  be  taken  by  demurrer.  The 
defect  of  parties  defendant,  for  which  a  demurrer  may  be 
interposed,  is  a  deficiency  {Code  CivU  ProcedurCy  sec,  488, 
subs,  5  cmd  6  ;  Peahoddy  agt.  Washington  Co.  Mutual  Ins, 
Co.y  20  Barb.y  339 ;  Richtmyer  agt.  Richtmyer^  50  Barh,^  55). 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintifE  on  the  demurrer, 
with  liberty  to  the  defendants  to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


William  Barnes  agt.  The  Atlantio  MurirAL  Life  Insttbanob 
Company  and  Edward  Newoomb,  as  receiver  thereof. 

Inaolvent  iruurcmce  company  —  Eeceiwr  —  Pcnoer  of  the  court  to  order  pay- 
ment to  counsel  employed  by  the  company  out  of  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
receiver  though  they  were  unsuccesrful  in  the  litigation. 

The  superintendent  of  the  insurance  department  made  a  report  in  refer- 
ence to  The  Atlantic  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  in  pursuance  of 
the  laws  of  1869,  and  on  this  report  the  attorney-general  instituted  the 
usual  proceeding  to  wind  up  the  company  and  place  its  effects  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver,  and  an  order  appointing  a  receiver  was  made.  At 
the  commencement  of  these  proceedings  the  plaintiff,  in  behalf  of  the 
insurance  company  and  upon  and  by  virtue  of  an  employment  of  its 
appropriate  officers,  undertook  to  and  did  defend  the  proceedings  up  to 
the  time  of  the  appointment  of  the  receiver.  With  the  decision  appoint- 
ing a  receiver  the  company  was  not  satisfied,  it  still  insisted  on  its 
solvency  and  right  to  transact  its  own  business ;  and  although  the 
defendant  Newcomb,  who  was  appointed  receiver,  at  once  filed  his 


240  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  RBPORT& 


Barnes  agt.  Atlantic  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company. 


bond  and  took  possession  an  appeal  from  the  order  was  taken  by  the 
plaintiff  acting  as  attorney  of  the  company;  and  various  other  proceed- 
ings were  had,  in  all  of  which  the  plaintiff  appeared  for  and  conducted 
the  same  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  company: 

HM,  that  an  action  is  properly  brought  and  may  be  maintained  by  the 
attorney  against  the  company  and  the  receiver  for  his  services,  disburse- 
ments and  expenses,  and  the  court  has  power  to  order  payment  to  the 
plaintiff  out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver. 

Hdd,  further  (after  reciting  the  history  of  the  proceedings  taken  by  the 
company  and  the  further  fact  that  all  these  proceedings  were  taken  in 
good  faith  ,by  the  company  and  its  counsel,  and  in  the  honest  and  con- 
scientious belief  of  its  solvency  and  ability  to  manage  its  affairs  without 
the  intervention  of  the  court),  that  under  such  circumstances  the  man- 
agers and  officers  of  the  company  not  only  had  the  right  but  it  was  their 
duty  to  do  what  they  could  to  keep  it  in  life;  and  the  plaintiff  having 

.  been  employed  by  the  company  the  court  ought  to  exercise  such  power 
and  order  payment  to  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
receiver. 

Hdd,  also,  that  the  objection  urged  by  the  defendant  that  this  action  by 
the  company,  these  various  proceedings  that  were  had  after  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  must  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  and  as  prohibited 
by  the  order  appointing  the  receiver  and,  therefore,  contemptuous,  is 
clearly  untenable.  The  company  are  in  no  position  to  raise  such  a  ques- 
tion. They  having  employed  counsel  and  urged  on  these  proceedings 
they 'cannot  now  object  to  the  counsel  receiving  any  compensation  for 
his  labor,  or  reimbursement  for  his  expenses,  because  they  were  viola- 

,  ting  the  order  of  the  court  when  they  employed  and  directed  it  to  be 
done. 

Nor  is  the  plaintiff's  claim  barred  by  any  previous  action  taken  by  the 
court  as  to  the  allowance  of  costs.  The  appellate  courts  could  make  no 
provision  except  for  taxable  costs  which,  from  the  proof  in  this  case, 
would  afford  no  adequate  compensation  for  the  labor  performed  and 
the  disbursements  incurred. 

AUbamy  Special  Term^  May^  1880. 

M.  W.  Peckham  and  WiUicmi  Barnes,  for  plaintiff. 

Sefiry  Smithy  for  receiver. 

WiUiam  G.  Weedy  for  company. 

OsBOBN,  J.  —  This  cause  was  tried  before  me  at  an  adjourned 
Albany  circuit  without  a  jury.    There  is  no  disagreement  as 
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to  facts.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff,  or  the  firm  of 
which  he  was  a  member,  in  behalf  of  the  defendant  The 
Atlantic  Mutual  life  Insurance  Company,  and  upon  and  by 
virtue  of  the  employment  of  its  appropriate  officers,  rendered 
the  services  and  incurred  the  disbursements  and  expenses  spe- 
cified  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  complaint.  That  the 
value  of  the  services  rendered  amounted  to  the  full  sum 
charged  is  testified  to  by  two  disinterested  witnesses,  and  is 
not  contradicted  by  any  evidence  in  the  case.  Notwithstand- 
ing this  the  defendants  assert  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain 
this  action  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded,  or  to 
any  part  thereof. 

The  company  appears  by  Mr.  William  G.  Weed  and  insists 
that  no  judgment  can  pass  against  it  for  the  reason  that  all 
the  services  and  disbursements  charged  for  were  after  it  had 
been  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Newcomb,  as 
receiver,  and  that  it  could  not,  therefore,  legally  incur  any 
such  liability  and  had  no  authority  for  contracting  with  the 
plaintiff  or  his  firm  for  the  rendition  of  any  such  services,  &c. 
Here  let  me  say  that  the  plaintiff,  by  an  assignment  of  his 
partner,  has  become  the  sole  owner  of  the  claim  in  suit  and 
so  brings  the  action  in  his  individual  name.  The  claim  of  the 
company  is,  to  say  the  least,  somewhat  novel.  It  must  be  that 
it  is  founded  on  the  notion  that  the  usual  injunction  clause  in 
the  order  appointing  the  receiver  so  far  prohibited  the  com- 
pany from  acting  or  transacting  any  business  as  to  make  its 
action  in  the  employment  of  attorneys  and  counsel  illegal  and 
invalid,  and  so  exonerate  it  from  all  liability  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  great  amoxmt  of  labor  performed  and  disbursements 
and  expenses  incurred,  and  which  is  the  subject  of  this  con- 
troversy. This  is  the  position  of  the  company  as  nearly  as  I 
could  ascertain  its  position  on  the  trial  and  argument,  and,  as 
I  stated  before,  is  somewhat  novel  in  pleading  a  disregard  and 
violation  of  an  order  of  this  court  as  an  excuse  or  defense  for 
its  acts. 

The  defendant  Newcomb,  as  receiver,  appears  in  the  action 
Vol.  UX        31 
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through  hifi  counsel,  Hon.  Henry  Smith,  and  interpoees  a 
defense  mnch  more  plausible  and  presenting  questions  some- 
what troublesome  and  worthy,  at  all  events,  of  the  most 
careful  and  seriovs  consideration.  He  insists  that  all  the 
services  and  disbursements  for  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to 
recover,  and  which  he  asks  shall  be  declared  a  lien  upon  the 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  and  paid  therefrom,  were 
in  fact  after  the  receiver  had  been  regularly  appointed,  filed 
his  bond  and  taken  possession  of  the  assets  of  the  company  as 
the  court's  officer,  and  for  the  benefit  of  and  in  the  interest 
of  the  great  number  interested  in  the  fund,  there  can  be  no 
recovery  as  against  the  receiver  or  to  reach  the  fund  in  his 
hands.  He  further  says  that  all  these  services  were  performed 
and  expenses  incurred  in  proceedings  and  litigations  hostile  to 
the  receiver  and  to  the  order  of  the  court  appointing  him. 
In  view  of  these  facts  it  is  forcibly  uiged : 

1st.  That  the  court  has  no  power  to  direct  the  amount  of 
the  plaintiff's  claim  created  in  acting  for  the  company  in  a 
hostile  and  unsuccessful  proceeding  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver.  That  no  authority  for 
such  an  order  can  be  found  in  the  act  providing  for  the 
appointment  of  receivers  under  which  the  proceedings  were 
instituted  by  which  Kewcomb  was  appointed,  or  elsewhere, 
but  in  fact  that  it  would  be  in  contravention  to  the  act  spe- 
cially providing  for  the  disposition  of  the  funds  {Laws  1869, 
chap.  902). 

2d.  It  is  further  urged  on  the  part  of  the  receiver  that  if 
the  court  has  such  power  it  ought  not  to  be  exercised ;  that 
the  court  has  taken  the  funds  and  assets  of  the  company  out 
of  its  hands  and  put  them  in  charge  of  its  (the  court's)  officer 
because  of  the  company's  mismanagement,  and  that  it  would 
be  unjust  to  compel  policyholders  to  pay  counsel  in  trying  to 
defeat  the  proper  order  of  the  court ;  and, 

3d.  That  whatever  power  or  discretion  the  court  may  have 
had  over  this  fund  in  awarding  compensation  to  plaintiff  was 
determined  on  the  decision  of  each  successive  proceeding. 
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When  these  objections,  so  ingenionsly  put  and  ably  and 
forcibly  urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  receiver,  are 
satisfactorily  met  and  answered,  together  with  the  one  first 
suggested,  and  which  is  also  insisted  upon  by  the  receiver,  to 
wit,  that  every  step  taken  by  the  plaintiff  for  this  company 
for  which  he  sues  was  a  violation  of  the  restraining  and 
injunction  order  of  the  court  appointing  the  receiver,  we  shall 
have  but  little  diflSculty  in  arriving  at  a  proper  disposition  to 
be  made  of  this  case. 

In  order  to  determine  these  various  questions  intelligently 
a  very  brief  statement  of  facts  may  be  profitable. 

The  defendant  "  The  Atlantic  Mutual  life  Insurance  Com- 
pany "  commenced  its  existence  and  business  in  the  year  1866. 
It  had,  in  May,  1877,  $1,100,000,  or  thereabouts,  as  assets, 
and  thousands  of  policyholders.  It  had  been,  as  these  figures 
show,  doing  a  krge  and  extensive  buBinesfl  during  aU  the  years 
from  1866  to  1877,  and  its  managers  enjoyed  the  confidence  < 
and  respect  of  all  who  were  interested. 

On  the  9th  day  of  May,  1877,  the  superintendent  of  the 
insurance  department  made  a  report  in  reference  to  it  in  pur- 
suance of  the  laws  of  1869  above  cited.  On  this  report  the 
people,  by  the  attorney-general,  on  the  11th  day  of  May,  1877, 
instituted  the  usual  proceeding  to  wind  up  the  company  and 
place  its  effects  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver. 

On  the  return  day  of  the  order  to  show  cause  the  company 
appeared  by  the  plaintiff  and  others  as  counsel  to  resist  the 
application.  The  company  insisted  that  there  was  nothing  in 
its  condition  to  warrant  the  interference  of  the  court.  Mr. 
justice  Westbbook,  before  whom  these  proceedings  were  had, 
would  not,  or  did  not,  appoint  the  receiver  upon  the  paper 
presented  but  took  testimony  as  to  its  actual  condition,  and 
so  small  was  the  amount  of  the  alleged  deficit  that  time  was 
afforded  to  make  up  the  same.  This,  it  seems,  was  not  done, 
and  it  was  not  until  August  6, 1877,  that  the  order  appointing 
a  receiver  was  in  fact  made. 

Up  to  this  point  the  plaintiff,  or  his  firm,  were  paid  for 
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their  services,  except  Stein,  in  bill  No.  1.  But  with  this 
decision  the  company  was  not  satisfied.  It  still  insisted  on  its 
solvency  and  right  to  transact  its  own  business ;  and  althongh 
the  defendant  Newcomb,  who  was  appointed  receiver,  at  once 
filed  his  bond  and  took  possession,  an  appeal  from  the  order 
was  taken  to  the  general  term  and  the  order  affirmed,  ^^  with 
ten  dollars  costs  and  printing  disbursements,  to  be  paid  out  of 
any  fnnds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  now  or  hereafter." 
From  this  order  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  cotirt  of  appeals, 
which  court  affirmed  the  order  of  the  general  term,  so  far  as 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  was  concerned,  but  modified 
the  order  in  important  particulars,  as  will  be  seen  by  a  refer- 
ence to  the  order  of  that  court,  and  tben  directed  the  costs  of 
the  company,  as  well  as  of  the  attorney-general,  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver.  But  this,  of 
course,  only  related  to  the  taxable  costs,  which  would  be 
inadequate  to  compensate  the  attorneys  of  the  company. 

The  next  step  in  the  case  seems  to  have  been  an  opposition 
by  the  company  to  the  confirmation  of  the  actuary's  report 
Because  of  this  the  report  was  sent  bank  for  revision,  and 
when,  after  much  time  and  labor,  a  modified  report  was  made, 
though  still  opposed,  it  was  confirmed  with  no  provision  as  to 
costs.  !FVom  this  an  appeal  was  taken  by  the  company  to  the 
general  term,  where  the  order  was  affirmed  and  no  provision 
made  as  to  costs.  An  appeal  from  this  to  the  court  of  appeals 
was  dismissed  without  costs  to  either  party. 

Then  followed  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  company  to  dis- 
charge the  receiver  and  to  be  restored  and  reinstated  to  its 
assets  and  so  go  on  and  transact  its  own  business. 

The  company  all  through  these  various  legal  proceedings 
insisted,  and  down  to  the  time  of  this  trial  still  insisted,  that 
it  was  solvent  and  ought  not  to  be  interfered  with  in  the  con- 
duct and  management  of  its  business.  But  this  motion  was 
denied  with  no  provision  as  to  costs.  An  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  general  term,  and,  if  I  mistake  not,  the  attorney-gen- 
eral also  appealed  from  this  last  order,  but  the  general  term 
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affirmed  the  order,  with  costs  and  printing  disbursements,  to 
be  paid  to  the  receiver  by  the  people.  On  appeal  to  the  conrt 
of  appeals  the  general  term  order  was  affirmed,  without  costs 
to  either  party. 

I  have  not  these  various  orders  before  me,  but  I  think  I 
have  given  them  correctly  and  in  the  order  in  which  they 
occurred.  Certainly  they  are  given  with  sufficient  accuracy 
for  my  present  purpose. 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  there  were  three  separate  proceed- 
ings growing  out  of  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  this 
company,  all  of  which  were  bitterly  and  stubbornly  resisted 
and  opposed,  and  in  none  of  them  was  there  a  cessation  of 
legal  warfare  until  the  court  of  last  resort  had  been  appealed 
to.  Although  the  company  was  substantially  defeated  at  each 
successive  step  in  the  litigation  it  is  entirely  dear  to  my  mind, 
from  all  the  circumBtances  as  well  as  positive  evidence  in  the 
case,  that  it  was  acting  fairly  and  in  good  faith  under  the 
advice  of  able  lawyers,  and  with  a  well-settled  conviction  of 
its  solvency  and  ability  as  well  as  right  to  transact  its  own 
business. 

The  court,  upon  the  first  application,  was  evidently  embar- 
rassed from  the  papers  presented  as  to  its  duty  in  the  premises 
and  so  took  oral  evidence  of  its  condition. 

It  is,  perhaps,  the  only  application  ever  made  for  the  court's 
interference  in  the  affairs  of  an  institution  of  over  a  million 
of  dollars  of  assets  where  the  alleged  deficit  was  for  so  small 
an  amount. 

I  mention  this  not  as  an  intended  criticism  on  the  action  of 
the  court ;  by  no  means.  I  do  not  question  the  correctness 
of  its  action,  but  only  to  show  that  there  was  good  ground  for 
the  action  of  the  company  and  that  it  and  its  advisers  acted  in 
good  faith  in  the  premises. 

The  proof  is  clear  that  the  services  and  disbursements  were 
rendered  not  only  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the  com- 
pany  but  on  its  express  employment  and  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  be  compensated  therefor.    That  his  right  to  recover  against 
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the  company  in  an  ordinary  action  at  law  for  these  Bervices 
and  diBbursements  is  entirely  clear.  Bnt  such  a  recovery 
alone  would  avail  nothing.  The  funds  and  assets  are  now  all 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Newcomb,  as  receiver,  and  so 
the  action  is  brought  in  this  form  and  the  equitable  power  of 
the  court  invoked  in  order  that  the  plaintiff  may  obtain  what 
is  his  just  due. 

And  this  brings  us  now  to  consider  the  legal  questions 
involved ;  and,  first,  has  the  court  any  power  to '  order  pay- 
ment to  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
receiver  ?  I  grant  that  this  action  is  somewhat  novel,  and, 
perhaps,  no  case  can  be  found  entirely  analogous ;  but  there 
are  certain  familiar  principles,  well  understood,  with  very 
many  adjudications  of  the  c<5nrts  in  this  and  other  states  so 
similar  in  principle  that  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
such  power  exists,  and  in  a  proper  case  can  and  should  be 
exercised.  It  must  be  constantly  borne  in  mind  that  the 
funds  or  assets  of  the  company  are  now  under  l;he  control  of 
the  court.  The  receiver  is  its  officer.  Not  one  dollar  of  it 
can  be  paid  out  properly  without  the  authority  of  the  court. 
Thus  it  would  seem,  as  an  original  question,  that  there  was, 
and  of  necessity  must  be,  a  power  inherent  in  the  court  to 
give  such  direction  as  to  the  disposition  or  distribution  of  the 
fund  as  shall  seem  to  be  just  and  equitable.  We  are  not, 
however,  left  without  precedent  or  authority.  In  the  very 
proceedings  taken  by  the  company  and  above  referred  to  in 
the  order  in  which  they  occuired  it  will  be  seen  that  the  court 
of  appeals  recognized  this  doctrine  and  directed  the  costs  of 
tlie  company  in  that  court,  though  unsuccessful,  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver.  So,  also,  in  the 
case  of  this  very  company,  an  effort  was  made  by  certain  par- 
ties interested,  as  appears  by  one  of  the  orders  on  file  and  the 
report  of  the  receiver  to  the  legislature,  after  the  appointment 
of  the  receiver  to  put  it  (the  company)  into  bankruptcy,  and 
the  costs,  counsel  fees  and  expenses  of  the  receiver  were 
ordered  paid  out  of  the  fund. 
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So,  also,  numerouB  casee  conld  be  cited  and  precedents  given 
to  show  that  the  court  has  granted  costs,  counsel  fees  and 
expenses  out  of  the  fund  to  lawyers  in  life  insurance  dissolu- 
tion cases  appearing  merely  for  creditors  and  policyholders. 

The  same  firm  who  rendered  the  services  in  suit  were 
allowed  by  an  order  of  the  court  $1,500  for  professional 
services  rendered  on  the  retainer  of  policyholders  in  the  Con- 
tinental Life  Insurance  Company,  and  the  same  or  its  payment 
charged  upon  the  fund. 

The  general  term  in  the  first  department,  as  I  am  advised, 
made  an  order  in  the  case  of  the  Security  Life  Lisurance 
Company  that  the  intervening  policyholders  were  at  liberty 
to  make  application  to  the  court  for  an  order  directing  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  action  or  actions  brought 
by  them  out  of  the  funds  or  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  priority  to  other  claims.  In  the  case  of  Vcm  Schmidt 
agt.  JEPwrUi/ngtan  (1  Col.  JR.,  56)  it  was  held  ^'that  where  it 
was  for  the  interest  of  all  parties  concerned  that  the  company 
should  be  legally  dissolved  the  costs  and  a  counsel  fee  on  each 
side  should  be  paid  out  of  the  fund."  And  the  power  of  the 
court  over  funds  in  its  hands  to  award  costs  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  fund  to  both  parties  asserting  a  claim  thereto,  has  often 
been  recognized  in  cases  where  a  bill  of  interpleader  has  been 
filed  {Atkinson  agt.  Moflrks^  1  Cowen  i2.,  693 ;  Badeau  agt. 
Rogers^  2  Pcdge^  209 ;  Richa/rdaon  agt.  Sutton,  6  Johms,  Ch., 
445  ;•  Gcmfidd  agt.  Sterlmg,  1  Hopk,,  224). 

A  great  variety  of  equitable  actions  can  be  found  involving 
conflicting  rights  and  interests  to  a  particular  fund  or  in  a 
particular  state  where  the  power  of  the  court  to  award  costs 
to  a  party,  though  unsuccessful,  has  been  recognized  and 
established.  Indeed,  it  is  now  so  well  adjudicated  as  to  be 
beyond  question ;  for  instance,  actions  by  legatees  to  enforce 
trasts  under  a  will,  actions  for  the  construction  of  a  will  and 
many  others  that  might  be  found.  In  mortgage  foreclosures 
and  partition  actions,  when  there  is  reasonable  ground  for  an 
appearance,  answer  and  defense  by  a  party,  though  unsuccess- 
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ful,  it  is  a  very  common  thing  to  award  costs  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  property  to  the  attorney  for  the 
UMUccesBful  Ktigant.  So  familiar  is  the  rule  in  eqmty  cases 
or  proceedings  that  the  power  of  the  conr(  over  costs  is  in  its 
own  discretion  that  it  is  rarely,  if  ever,  the  subject  of  review ; 
withont  farther  reasoning  or  reference  to  authority,  it  seems 
to  me  clear  that  the  court  has  the  power  in  this  case  to  award 
the  amount  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  out  of  the 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  and  for  such  purpose  that 
the  action  is  properly  brought  in  its  present  form  and  the 
receiver  properly^e  a  A  defendlt. 

Assuming  this  to  be  so  the  next  question  that  arises,  ought 
the  court  to  exercise  such  power  in  this  particular  case  ?  With 
a  view  of  answering  this  properly  I  have  already  recited  the 
history  of  the  proceedings  taken  by  the  company,  and  the  fur- 
ther f a;ct  that  all  these  proceedings  were  taken  in  good  faith 
by  the  company  and  its  counsel,  and  in  the  honest  and  con- 
scientious belief  of  its  solvency  and  ability  to  manage  its 
affairs  without  the  intervention  of  the  court.  Believing  this, 
what  was  the  duty  of  the  company  t  Was  it  to  submit  pass- 
ively? Would  it  have  been  justified  in  allowing  its  manage- 
ment and  operations  to  be  taken  from  it  without  resistance 
and  its  corporate  existence  wiped  out  ?  I  think  not.  Indeed, 
the  company  was  partially  successful  in  the  court  of  appeals 
on  the  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  general  term  affirming 
the  special  term  order  appointing  a  receiver.  The  court  of 
appeals  modified  that  order  so  ^'  as  not  to  dissolve  the  corpora- 
tion, and  so  as  not  to  give  the  securities  deposited  with  the 
superintendent  of  the  insurance  department  to  the  receiver." 
The  fact  that  the  court  refused  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  the 
first  instance  on  the  papers  presented  but  waited  for  other  and 
further  proof  and  to  give  an  opportunity  to  make  up  the 
comparatively  small  deficit  as  claimed  by  the  attorney-gen- 
eral ;  the  modification  of  that  order  when  made  by  the  court 
of  appeals ;  the  fact  that  the  attorney-general  united  in  the 
appeal  from  the  order  subsequently  made  denying  motion  to 
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discharge  the  receiver  and  to  restore  the  company  its  property 
and  assets  so  that  it  might  continue  its  business,  all  tend  to 
show  that  the  afiEairs  of  this  company  were  in  a  situation 
entirely  different  from  many,  perhaps  from  any  other  that 
has  been  given  over  to  a  receiver,  and  that  it  was  a  debatable 
question,  to  say  the  least,  as  to  whether  it  should  be  interfered 
with  by  the  court.  Undoubtedly  its  (the  court's)  action  was 
proper  and  right,  but  the  right  was  not  so  clear  as  to  make 
resistance  thereto  by  the  company  unreasonable  or  open  to 
the  suspicion  that  its  action  was  not  taken  all  through  in  good 
faith,  with  fair  grounds  to  hope  for  success.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances I  think  the  managers  and  officers  of  the  company 
not  only  had  the  right  but  that  it  was  their  duty  to  do  what 
they  could  to  keep  it  in  life  {Sheldon  Sat  Co.  agt.  Eckmeyer 
Rest  Go.  cmd  oiherSy  66  How.  Pr.  B.y  70 ;  Copdamd  agt.  Citi- 
zen^ Oas  Co.^  61  Banrb!y  605,  a/nd  Abbott  agt.  Am&rioan 
Rard  Rubber  Co.,  33  jBorft.,  638). 

Another  objection  urged  by  the  defendants  that  this  action 
by  the  company,  these  various  proceedings  that  were  had  after 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  must  be  regarded  as  a  violation 
of  and  as  prohibited  by  the  order  appointing  the  receiver  and, 
therefore,  contemptuous,  is  clearly  untenable.  The  language 
used  warrants  no  such  construction,  «nd  certainly  no  such 
thing  could  have  been  intended.  As  I  said  in  the  commence, 
ment  of  this  opinion  the  company  are  in  no  position  to  raise 
such  a  question.  It  hardly  lies  with  it  or  its  officers  now  to 
say :  True,  we  employed  counsel  and  urged  on  these  proceed- 
ings, but  we  now  object  to  the  counsel  receiving  any  compen- 
sation for  his  labor  or  reimbursement  for  his  expenses  because 
we  were  violating  the  order  of  the  court  when  we  employed 
and  directed  it  to  be  done. 

The  only  other  objection  urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  receiver  is,  that  if  the  court  has  or  had  any  power  over 
this  fund,  so  far  as  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  company 
is  concerned,  the  same  has  been  passed  upon  and  determined 
by  each  successive  proceeding.  This  cannot  be  sound. 
Vol.  LIX       82 
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The  appellate  conrts  could  make  no  provision  except  for 
taxable  costs,  which,  from  the  proof  in  this  case,  would  afford 
no  adequate  compensation  for  the  labor  performed  and  the 
disbursements  incurred. 

So,  also,  it  has  in  the  same  sense  passed  upon  the  receiver's 
costs  and  disbursements,  but  who  doubts  for  a  moment  that 
the  court  can  direct  payment  out  of  the  fund  (if  it  has  not 
already  done  so)  of  a  fair  and  reasonable  sum  to  the  counsel 
for  the  receiver  for  his  costs,  counsel  fee  and  disbursements 
in  the  matter.  I  feel  not  the  slightest  embarrassment  from 
this  objection ;  if  I  am  right  in  the  main  propositions  dis^ 
cussed  I  am  confident  the  plaintifi's  claim  is  not  barred  by 
any  previous  action  taken  by  the  court  as  to  the  allowance  of 
costs. 

It  foUowB  from  the  views  expressed  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint.  The  amount 
seems  large,  very  large  to  me.  I  am  aware  of  the  well  known 
and  conceded  ability  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  lawyer,  and  particu- 
larly in  cases  and  proceedings  of  a  character  in  which  the 
services  were  rendered  for  which  this  action  is  brought.  I 
can  appreciate  the  great  amount  of  labor  and  research  bestowed 
and  the  large  amount  of  money  necessarily  expended  in  print- 
ing and  other  expenses.  Still,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
value  of  these  services  so  rendered  and  charged  were  sworn  to 
be  fair  and  reasonable  by  disinterested  witnesses  offered  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  even  $2,000  less  than  their  actual  value,  and 
that  no  witness  was  called  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or 
either  of  them,  to  question  the  same,  I  do  not  feel  justified  in 
departing  from  undispute<}  testimony  to  fix  a  different  sum 
or  amount. 

The  conclusions  to  which  I  have  arrived  have  been  hastily 
written  but  were  not  reached  until  after  the  most  careful 
examination  and  investigation  of  the  case,  and  die  authorities 
to  which  my  attention  was  called  and  others  consistent  with 
other  official  duties. 

Ab  I  have  stated  the  action  is  somewhat  novel  and  not 
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entirely  free  from  embarraflfiment  The  interestiiig  questions 
raised  and  the  large  amount  involved  demand  and  will  doubt- 
less receive  the  most  careful  consideration  of  the  highest 
appellate  tribunal,  and  when  a  decision  thereon  shall  have 
been  pronounced  by  that  tribunal  important  principles  wiU 
be  settled  as  to  which  some  doubts  may  now  exist. 

Judgment  is  ordered  for  the  phuntifi  for  the  amount  and 
interest  demanded  in  the  complaint,  and  in  the  manner  claimed, 
together  with  costs. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

In  the  Hatter  of  the  Assignment  of  John  W.  Lbwib  for  the 

benefit  of  his  creditors. 

j^nAg^M6  —  M(lt^ya«£t)jNiym07^^toaM<maM^7nAlrM<  estate. 

An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  is  not  required,  pending  an  action 
for  the  f oredosnre  of  a  mortgage  made  by  his  assignor,  where  the  mort- 
gagees have  possession  of  the  mortgaged  lands,  through  a  receiver,  to 
pay  taxes  in  arrears  when  the  mortgaged  lands  are  insufficient  security. 

JwM^  1880. 

ForoH,  J.  —  The  assignor  in  this  case,  in  1876,  executed  his 
bond  and  mortgage  to  TJpham  &  Tucker,  as  trustees,  to  secure 
a  debt  due  to  them  of  $25,000.  In  1879  he  made  a  general 
assignment  to  John  A.  Davenport,  in  trust,  to  pay  certain 
preferred  creditors  in  full,  or  ratably,  and  out  of  any  surplus 
remaining  to  pay  the  balance  of  his  indebtedness  in  full,  or  so 
far  as  the  assigned  estate  would  allow.  The  mortgage  con- 
tained a  provision  that  upon  failure  to  pay  interest  or  taxes 
the  whole  mortgage  debt,  at  the  option  of  the  creditor,  should 
become  due.  That  emergency  arising  the  mortgagees  com- 
menced au  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  their  security,  and 
through  the  intervention  of  a  receiver  appointed  upon  their 
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motioii  became  poBseesed  of  the  mortgaged  lands  pending  the 
forecloBore.  It  appears  that  Lewis  having  failed  to  pay 
the  taxes  of  1877, 1878  and  1879,  and  a  Croton  water  tas:,  the 
mortgagees  presented  their  petition  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  the  city  of  New  York  reciting  the  foregoing  facts 
and  asserting  that  the  mortgaged  lands  were  an  insufficient 
security  for  the  debt  and  asked  for  an  order  that  the  assignee 
should  pay  and  discharge  the  taxes  in  arrear.  The  assignment 
contained  no  provision  giving  any  preference  to  taxes,  or 
directing  their  payment  at  all,  except  as  embraced  in  the  gen- 
eral unpref erred  debts  of  the  assignor.  The  prayer  of  the 
petition  was  denied,  and  the  order  thereupon  entered  was 
afterwards  affirmed  by  the  general  term. 

We  think  the  motion  was  properly  decided.  The  assignee 
derives  all  his  power  from  the  assignment,  which  is  both  the 
guide  and  measure  of  his  duty.  Beyond  that,  or  outside  of 
its  terms,  he  is  powerless  and  without  authority.  The  control 
of  the  court  over  his  action  is  limited  in  the  same  way  and 
can  only  be  exercised  to  compel  his  performance  of  the  stipu- 
lated  and  defined  trust  and  protect  the  rights  which  flow  from 
it.  He  distributes  the  proceeds  of  the  estate  placed  in  his 
care  according  to  the  dictation  and  under  the  sole  guidance  of 
the  assignment,  and  the  stetntory  provifflons  merely  regulate 
and  guard  his  exercise  of  an  authority  derived  from  the  will 
of  the  assignor.  The  courts,  therefore,  cannot  direct  him  to 
pay  a  debt  of  the  assignor,  or  give  it  preference,  in  violation 
of  the  terms  of  the  assignment  aiid  the  rights  of  creditors 
under  it.  To  hold  the  contrary  would  be  to  put  the  court  in 
the  place  of  the  assignor  and  assert  a  right  to  modify  the 
terms  of  the  assignment,  after  it  had  taken  effect,  against  the 
will  of  its  maker  and  to  the  injury  of  those  protected  by  it. 
We  agree  that  the  assignee  is  merely  the  representative  of  the 
debtor  and  must  be  governed  by  the  express  terms  of  his  trust 
(Nicholson  agt.  LecmU^  6  N.  71,  519).  The  case  is  not  like 
those  to  which  our  attention  was  asked  of  the  distribution  of 
a  decedent's  or  a  bankrupt's  estate.    There  the  law  dictates 
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the  distribution^  because  in  the  one  case  the  decedent  did 
not  do  it  daring  his  life,  and  in  the  other  by  force  of  direct 
enactment  the«court  takes  possession  of  the  estate  which  the 
bankrupt  is  unable  to  hold.  But  in  cases  of  general  assign- 
ment  the  right  to  control  the  distribution  remains  as  yet  in 
the  assignor. 

It  is  claimed  that  taxes  constitute  a  debt  due  to  the  state 
and  are  entitled  to  preference  in  payment  from  an  insolvent's 
eflEects.  That  they  constitute  a  debt  which  the  insolvent  owes 
is  true,  and  possibly  an  abstract  right  to  a  preference  may 
belong  to  the  state.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  or 
determine  that  question,  for  the  state  is  not  here  asserting  any 
such  claim.  It  has  been  content  to  rely  upon  its  usual  and 
ordinary  modes  of  collection,  and  neither  to  assert  nor  enforce 
any  such  preference.  It  may  never  do  so ;  and  while  it  does 
not  we  fail  to  see  how  an  individual  can  interfere  in  its  behalf. 
It  is  not  for  the  plaintiflE  to  say  when  or  how  it  shall  drive  its 
rights  to  results,  or  assume  to  vindicate  an  authority  it  chooses 
not  to  exert.  If  or  can  the  assignee,  upon  the  petition  of  these 
mortgagees,  be  required  to  pay  the  taxes  and  water  rent  accrued 
since  the  assignment.  If  compelled  to  do  so  by  state  or  munic- 
ipal authority  he  might  be  allowed  the  expense.  Until  then 
his  duty  to  those  interested  in  his  trust  requires  a  different 
action.  They  would  have  a  right  to  insist  that  he  should  not 
incur  a  needless  expense  which  produced  no  benefit  to  the 
fund  but  lessened  it  without  necessity.  The  preference  of 
the  state,  if  it  has  any,  is  quite  as  much  over  the  claim  of  these 
petitioners  as  over  those  of  the  general  creditors,  and  we  do 
not  discover  the  equity  which  would  lead  us  to  enforce  it 
against  the  latter  for  the  benefit  of  the  former. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Obeooh  Steamship  Company  agt.  Geobgb  K.  Otib. 

PiHB&r  of  rtferee  to  amend  pleading9. 

A,  referee  has  the  same  x>ower  to  allow  amendments  to  any  pleading  as 
the  court,  upon  such  trial,  upon  the  same  terms  and  with  like  elfect,  and 
the  matter  being  properly  at  his  disposal,  his  action  will  not  be  reviewed 
by  a  judge  at  chambers 

At  Ohcmbersy  JvJy^  1880. 

In  this  suit  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  defendant,  as  their 
agent,  made  a  contract  with  the  United  States  for  the  trans- 
portation of  the  mails  between  San  Francisco,  California, 
and  Portland,  Oregon,  from  Jnne,  1874,  to  June,  1878,  for 
$100,000,  for  which  service  he  was  to  have  $2,500,  but  that 
he  collected  the  whole  amonnt  and  failed  to  account  for 
$13,456.25,  for  which  judgment  is  asked.  The  case  is  now 
on  trial  before  Horace  Buggies,  as  referee.  The  plaintifib, 
after  closing  their  ease,  asked  leave  to  amend  their  complaint 
so  as  to  allege  that  defendant  made  the  contract  for  himself 
and  then  employed  plaintiffs  to  perform  the  service,  for  which 
he  agreed  to  pay  them  ninetynseven  and  one-half  per  cent,  and 
that  $13,456.25  was  due  and  unpaid.  The  referee  denied  the 
application,  holding  that  a  referee  did  not  possess  the  power 
under  the  Code  to  make  an  amendment  of  the  character  pro- 
posed, which  he  said  was  not  simply  conforming  the  pleadings 
to  the  proofs  nor  correction  of  a  variance  between  pleading  and 
proofs,  but  a  substitution  of  a  new  and  different  cause  of  action 
for  that  now  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  While  the  complaint 
in  its  present  form  was  for  money  had  and  received  the  amend- 
ment changed  it  to  one  for  work,  labor  and  services.  A  motion 
was  then  made  before  judge  DoNomns,  in  supreme  court  cham- 
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hers,  to  allow  the  amendment,  it  being  claimed  that  this  wonld 
not  be  reviewing  the  referee's  decision  as  he  had  placed  his 
refusal  upon  his  want  of  power.  Judge  Donohue  denied  the 
motion,  holding  that  ^^  the  referee  had  the  power  to  make  an 
amendment.  The  matter  was  properly  in  his  disposal  and  his 
action  cannot  be  reviewed  by  me,"  citing  76  Jfew  Yarky  132. 


K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Mabt  F.  Kerb  agt.  William  J.  Kerb. 

DiBoree — aUateanee  to  w(f6 —  Ohaiigeqf  decree  ob  tamtpportofchMnn, 

Where  a  decree  of  divorce  has  been  obtained  by  a  wife  against  her  hus- 
band and  an  allowance  of  alimony  has  been  made  for  her  support  and 
" for  the  support  and  maintenance "  of  her  three  children: 

EM,  that  the  legislature  intended  that  the  allowance  to  the  wife  should 
be  unchanged,  but  that  the  provision  for  the  support  of  the  children 
might  be  altered  as  their  circumstances  changed. 

Special  Term^  Jvly^  1880. 

Van  Hobsen,  J.  —  In  MiUer  agt.  HfiUer  (6  J.  C.  i?.,  91), 
chancellor  Kent  said,  that  as  the  statute  spoke  of  such  main- 
tenance or  allowance  as  to  the  court  shall  ^^  from  time  to  time  " 
seem  just  and  reasonable,  it  was,  perhaps,  in  the  power  of  the 
court  to  vary  the  allowance  provided  for  by  the  final  decree. 
It  will  be  seen  that  the  chancellor  rested  the  power  to  vary 
the  allowance  upon  the  words  "  from  time  to  time."  They 
are  not  to  be  found  in  the  Bevised  Statutes,  and  the  fair  con- 
dusion  seems  to  be  that  the  court  has  no  power  to  vary  the 
allowance  to  the  wife.  In  the  case  of  Lamport  agt.  Lamport 
{decided  hy  the  general  term  of  the  fowrtk  department  amd 
reported  m  the  fourth  AJha/n/y  Lanjo  Jowmal^  190)  judge 
Johnson  held  that  the  power  to  vary  the  allowance  was  not  only 
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given  by  the  statute  but  was  necessarily,  whether  expressed  in 
totidem  verbis  or  not,  reserved  to  the  court  by  the  very  nature 
of  the  decree,  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  wife  caused  a  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  which  did  not  give  the  defendant  husband 
leave  to  apply  for  a  reduction  of  the  allowance  the  court 
would,  nevertheless,  entertain  the  husband's  application. 

The  decision  in  Zcmport  agt.  Lamport  was  made  in  1871, 
three  years  before  the  court  of  appeals  set  the  question  at  rest 
by  its  decision  in  Kamp  agt.  Kcmip  (59  N,  F".,  212).  The 
views  of  judge  Grovee  in  the  Kamp  case  respecting  the 
power  of  the  court  to  vary  the  judgment  granting  an  allow- 
ance to  the  wife  in  an  action  for  an  absolute  divorce,  where 
no  leave  to  apply  for  a  change  of  the  allowance  was  contained 
in  the  judgment,  were  adopted  by  the  court  of  appeals  and 
must  govern  this  application.  The  case  of  Park  agt.  Park 
(18  Stm^  466),  which  was  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
does  not  touch  the  point  under  consideration. 

In  Karap  agt.  Ka/nyp^  j^dge  Gboveb  drew  a  distinction 
between  the  power  of  the  court  to  change  the  allowance  to 
the  wife  and  its  power  to  vary  the  provision  for  the  care  and 
maintenance  of  the  children,  and  founds  his  opinion  upon  the 
language  of  the  statute. 

The  learned  judge  clearly  shows  that  the  legislature  intended 
that  the  allowance  to  the  wife  should  be  unchangeable,  but 
that  the  provision  for  the  support  of  the  children  might  be 
altered  as  their  circumstances  changed.  It  was  not  intended 
that  a  daughter  who  grew  to  womanhood  and  became  a  wife, 
or  a  son  who  grew  to  manliood  and  embarked  in  business, 
should  continue  to  be  forever  a  charge  upon  the  father. 
Hence,  the  language  of  section  59,  2  Bevised  Statutes,  148, 
declares  that  during  the  pendency  of  an  action  for  divorce,  or 
at  its  final  hearing  or  afterwards,  as  occasion  may  require,  the 
court  may  make  such  order  for  the  care  of  the  children  as  may 
seem  necessary  and  proper,  and  may  at  any  time  thereafter 
annul^  vary  or  modify  such  order.  The  statute  is  silent  as  to 
the  varying  of  the  allowance  to  the  wife,  and  the  court  is  left, 
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therefore,  to  pursue,  in  actions  for  divorce,  the  ordinary  prac- 
tice applicable  to  the  modification  of  judgments  in  actions  of 
an  equitable  character. 

It  being  settled  by  the  decision  of  the  court  of  last  resort 
that  the  power  to  change  the  provision  for  the  support  of  the 
children  exists  I  think  it  should  be  exercised  in  ^his  case,  pro- 
vided there  be  no  encroachment  on  the  rights  of  the  wife. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  sum  of  $1,800  awarded  by  the 
judgment  was  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children  as  well 
as  an  allowance  to  the  wife.  On  the  hearing  before  Mr. 
Bartholomew  O'Connor,  the  referee  who  took  proof  of  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  this  question  was  put  to  the 
defendant  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel :  Are  you  able  to  pay  to 
Mrs.  Kerr  and  her  children  the  sum  of  $1,800  per  annum  ? 
The  answer  was  that  he  thought  he  could  not  spare  more  than 
$1,500,  but  that  he  would  endeavor  to  supply  $1,800.  The 
three  children  were  at  that  time  (1863)  very  young,  the  eldest 
being  a  boy  of  fourteen,  the  second  a  girl  of  eleven  and  the 
youngest  a  girl  of  seven.  The  son  has  now  become,  a  man  of 
thirty-one  and  the  youngest  daughter  is  twenty-four.  The  son 
is  in  business  and  has  said  that  he  was  doing  well.  He  ought 
not  to  be  a  charge  upon  his  father.  The  daughters  are  unmar- 
ried and  it  appears  that  the  defendant  does  not  wish  them  to 
teach  or,  it  may  be  inferred,  to  engage  in  any  other  business. 

It  is  not  possible  to  say  exactly  how  much  the  court  intended 
as  an  allowance  to  the  wife  and  how  much  as  a  provision  for 
the  children,  and  that  is  the  real  diflSculty  in  this  case.  Surely 
I  am  not  at  liberty  to  guess  at  the  amount  which  the  court, 
when  it  pronounced  judgment,  thought  a  fair  and  reasonable 
allowance  to  the  wife,  nor  have  I  the  right  arbitrarily  to  assume 
that  the  sum  which  I  think  the  proper  one  was  the  very 
amount  which  the  court  must  have  intended  to  award.  I 
cannot  interfere  with  the  wife's  allowance,  and  not  having 
anything  to  guide  me  I  might  encroach  upon  that  allowance 
if  I  should  make  any  reduction  in  the  amount  which  the 
judgment  orders  the  defendant  to  pay. 

Vol.  LIX        33 
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r  Bhall  decline,  therefore,  to  grant  the  application  and  leave 
the  defendant  to  his  appeal  from  the  order  to  be  entered  deny- 
ing his  motion. 

I  award  no  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Alice   MoCosker,   administratrix,   agt.   The  Lono  Island 

Railroad  Company. 

Matter  and  smtant — NegUgence  —  Distinction  between  a  servant  and  a  repre- 
sentative of  a  corporation. 

A  corporation  is  liable  to  an  employer  for  negligence  or  want  of  proper 
care  in  respect  to  such  acts  and  duties  as  it  is  required  to  perform  as 
master  or  principal,  without  regard  to  the  rank  or  title  of  the  agent  or 
representative  entrusted  with  their  performance. 

As  to  Bucli  acts  the  agent  or  representative  occupies  the  place  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  the  latter  is  deemed  present  and  consequently  liable  for 
the  manner  in  which  they  are  performed. 

Accordingly,  held,  where  an  agent  of  defendant  who  was  a  yard-master 
and  whose  duties  included  the  hiring  and  discharging  of  drillers  as  well 
as  the  making  up  of  the  trains  and  the  distribution  of  cars  in  and  about 
the  defendant's  yard  and  repair-shop,  with  knowledge  of  a  broken 
bumper  gave  the  signal  which  in  the  backing  of  the  engine  and  train 
that  followed  caused  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate  who  was  a 
driller  employed  by  the  defendant,  hired  by  the  yard-master  and  under 
his  immediate  supervision  and  control,  that  the  defendant  was  liable 
(See  Mwrphy  agt.  T7^  Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.  Co.,  ante  197). 

First  DepwrtmerU^  Oeneral  Term^  May^  1880. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
entered  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 

The  plaintiffs  intestate,  a  driller  in  the  employ  of  defend- 
ant, was  run  over  and  killed  by  the  backing  of  an  engine  and 
train  upon  a  signal  given  by  a  yard-master  named  Luke.  The 
principal  defense  was  that  the  accident  being  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  or  employe  the  company  was 
not  responsible. 
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EdAJowrd  C.  Spragucy  for  appellant. 

Clifford  A,  H.  Bwriletty  for  respondent. 

Barrett,  J.  —  The  difficulty  in  this  ^lass  of  cases  is  in 
applying  well-settled  rules  to  ever-varying  facts.  That  a 
master  is  not  liable  to  his  servant  for  the  negligence  of  his 
fellow-servant  is  a  general  principle  which  now  admits  of  no 
question,  nor  is  it  qualified  by  the  circumstances  that  the 
sufferer  happens  to  be  inferior  in  grade  to,  and  subject  to 
the  orders  of,  such  negligent  fellow-servant.  For  his  own 
personal  negligence,  however,  the  master  is  as  much  lial)le  to 
his  servant  as  he  is  to  a  stranger ;  and  he  may  be  guilty  of 
such  personal  negligence  either  in  propria  personcB  or  by  the 
act  of  an  agent,  to  whom  he  has  exclusively  confided  his  busi- 
ness. In  the  latter  case  the  agent  is  treated  as  the  master's 
alter  ego.  It  is  not  unfrequently  a  perplexing  question 
whether  the  person  is  in  reality  such  alter  ego  or  the  injured 
enploye's  fellow-servant  of  a  superior  grade.  Upon  the  solu- 
tion of  that  question  the  decision  of  the  present  appeal 
depends.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  cases  draw  a  distinc- 
tion  between  individuals  and  corporations.  The  former  may 
in  person  superintend  their  own  work  while  the  latter  neces- 
sarily act  by  and  through  agents.  Nor  is  such  corporate 
agency  confined  to  the  status  of  a  general  superintendent. 
The  corporation  may  have  many  departments  of  business  or 
branches  of  service,  requiring  in  each  a  competent  executive 
head.  So  a  particular  department  furnished  with  a  general 
head  may  be  made  up  of  various  minor  departments  which 
are  the  subjects  of  separate  and  distinct  agencies.  Each  of 
the  minor  agents  may  be  the  company's  representative  and 
alter  ego^pro  hoc  vice.  Such  heads  of  minor  departments 
must  not  be  confused  with  foremen,  head-brakemen  or  other 
upper  servants.  The  test  is  largely  in  the  power  of  employ- 
ing and  discharging  subalterns,  also  in  the  independence  with 
which  the  function  is  exercised.    Even  the  latter  need  not  be 
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absolute.  There  may,  indeed,  be  general  instructions  from 
the  higher  agent,  yet  the  subordinate  agent  may  be  supreme 
in  the  matter  of  execution.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  injury  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  yard-master  Luke.  This  neg- 
ligence was  direct  and  personal.  With  knowledge  of  the 
broken  bumper  he  gave  the  signal  which,  in  the  backing  of 
the  engine  and  train  that  followed,  caused  the  accident.  The 
plaintiflF's  intestate  was  a  driller  employed  by  the  defendant. 
He  had  been  hired  by  Luke  and  was  under  the  latter's  imme- 
diate supervision  and  control.  Luke's  duties  included  the 
hiring  and  discharging  of  drillers  as  well  as  the  making  up  of 
the  trains  aiid  the  distribution  of  cars  in  and  about  the  defend- 
ant's yai'd  and  repair-shops.  We  are  of  opinion  that  these 
facts  bring  the  case  within  the  aUer-ego  principle.  Luke  was 
not,  in  any  just  sense,  McCosker's  fellow-servant,  even  of 
higher  grade.  There  may  have  been  a  foreman  or  head 
driller  coming  within  this  category,  but  that  was  not  Luke's 
position.  He  was  responsible  head  of  that  division  of  the 
service.  The  naaking  up  of  trains  and  the  distribution  of  cars 
were  evidently  important  details  requiring  method,  arrange- 
ment and  foresight.  For  this  the  company  looked  to  Luke. 
To  insure  prompt  and  unquestioning  obedience  the  power  of 
appointment  and  removal,  so  characteristic  of  the  master,  were 
conferred  upon  him.  It  is  true  that  he  had  a  superior  in  the 
train  dispatcher,  who  in  turn  was  controlled  by  the  general 
superintendent.  But  the  duties  of  each  were  marked  and 
independent.  Even  the  superintendent  was  naturally  under 
the  general  direction  of  the  president,  while  the  latter  was 
subject  to  the  board  of  directors,  yet  each  represented  the 
company  in  his  proper  sphere.  So,  in  a  minor  degree,  did 
the  yard-master.  He,  of  course,  took  his  orders  from  the 
train  dispatcher  as  to  the  number,  character,  time  and  extent 
of  the  trains  to  be  made  up.  But  he  executed  these  orders  in 
his  own  way,  according  to  methods  of  his  own  devising  and 
through  servants  of  his  own  choosing.  That  under  these  cir- 
cumstances he  stood  in  the  place  of  the  company,  pro  hoc  vicdy 
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Beems  to  us  to  be  reasonably  clear.  The  cases  support  this 
view  {Bickner  agt.  iV^.  Y.  G.  and  II.  R.  R,  R.  Co.,  5  Ilim, 
515 ;  affi/rmed,  49  N.  Y.,  672 ;  Laning  agt.  Saine,  49  N. 
Y.y  521 ;  Flike  agt.  B.  cmd.  A.  R.  Co.,  53  N.  Y.,  549 ; 
Malone  agt.  Hatha/way,  64  N.  JT.,  5 ;  Besel  agt.  iV^.  Y.  C. 
R.  R.  Co.,  70  iV^.  r;,  171 ;  Booth  agt.  ff.  aw^  -4.  R.  Co.,  73 
iT.  Z.,  40;  Fort  agt.  WhipjyU,  11  iTim,  586;  .5a^a/i  agt. 
Tucker,  18  ZfM7^,  348 ;  o^irf  see  Mullen  agt.  Phila.  and  S. 
M.  8.  Co.,  78  Penn.,  26 ;  Railway  Co.  agt.  Z<?io«,  33  C^Aic?, 
200;  Rail/road  Co.  agt.  Keary,  3  TF'arr<97i  cfe  Smith  [Ohio'], 
209  ^  ^^j'.  /  Dobbin  agt.  Richvumd  a/ad  DanvilU  R.  R. 
Co.,  81  North  Car.,  547).  The  attempt  to  impress  upon 
Lake's  acts  a  dual  character,  namely,  that  of  the  company's 
representative  up  to  a  certain  point,  and  that  of  fellow-servant 
beyond,  is  fully  answered  by  the  criticism  of  Chueoh,  Ch.  J., 
upon  a  similar  contention  in  the  Flike  case.  "  The  acts  of 
Rockefeller  cannot  be  divided  up  and  a  part  of  them  regarded 
as  those  of  the  company  and  the  other  part  as  those  of  a 
coservant,  merely,  for  the  obvious  reason  that  all  his  acts  con- 
stituted but  a  single  duty.  His  acts  are  indivisible  and  the 
attempt  to  create  a  distinction  in  their  character  would  involve 
a  refinement  in  favor  of  corporate  immunity  not  warranted  by 
reason  or  authority."  It  may  further  be  observed  that  Luke 
was  not  working  with  the  drillers  when  the  accident  occurred. 
He  gave  the  signal  which  caused  the  accident  in  his  capacity 
as  chief  of  his  special  department.  In  doing  so,  to  quote 
again  from  the  opinion  in  Flik^s  case,  he  occupied  "  the  place 
of  the  corporation  and  the  latter  should  be  deemed  present 
and,  consequently,  liable  for  the  manner  in  which  the  act  was 
performed."  Luke's  act  in  giving  the  signal  was  in  fact  the 
act  of  the  corporation.  There  being  no  other  point  in  the 
case  of  any  importance  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 
Bbadt  and  Daniels,  JJ.,  concur. 
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MONROE  COUNTY  COURT. 
Stlvesteb    Wiloox    agt.    David    Habbib. 

PraeHee — Supplementary  proceedings — Contempt. 

m 

When  an  order  is  issued  by  a  Judge  having  jurisdiction  the  person  upon 
whom  it  is  served  has  two  paths  to  pursue,  and  only  two,  if  he  desires 
to  avoid  contempt  of  court.  He  must  either  obey  il,  or  procure  it  to  be 
set  aside.    Even  if  it  be  erroneous  he  has  no  right  to  disregard  it. 

Questions  which  arise  in  the  presence  of  the  referee  and  in  the  course  of 
the  proceeding,  and  which  he  has  not  authority  to  settle,  may  very 
properly  be  brought  at  once  before  the  judge  who  granted  the  order; 
but  questions  arising  away  from  the  referee  and  touching  the  validity 
of  the  order  itself  are  entirely  different  in  their  natyre  and  do  not  belong 
to  the  proceeding  before  the  referee,  nor  can  they  properly  be  raised 
there. 

On  an  application  to  punish  a  party  for  contempt  in  disobeying  an  order, 
to  her  directed  as  a  third  party  in  supplementary  proceedings,  it  is  no 
excuse  that  she  appeared  and  objected  that  no  legal  service  of  the  order 
had  been  made  upon  her.  The  plaintiff  having  proof  of  service  suffi- 
cient on  its  face  tlie  respondent  will  avoid  the  service  only  by  the  same 
application  that  would  avoid  the  order  itself.  She  has  no  right  to  meet 
that  proof  of  service  by  a  counter-affidavit  before  the  referee,  nor  ask 
that  she  be  examined  there  or  before  the  judge  who  granted  the  order 
personally  on  that  subject. 

Before  John  8.  Mobgan,  Special  Cov/nty  Judge^  Jul/y  26, 
1880. 

Application  to  punish  Anna  Maria  Harris  for  contempt  in 
disobeying  an  order,  to  her  directed  as  a  third  party  in  sup- 
plementary proceedings. 

It  appears  by  the  report  of  the  referee  that  upon  the  return 
of  the  original  order,  to  her  directed,  Mrs.  Harris  appeared 
with  counsel  and  objected  that  no  legal  service  of  the  order 
had  been  made  upon  her,  as  the  signature  of  the  judge  who 
granted  the  order  had  not  been  shown  or  called  to  her  atten- 
tion at  the  time  of  service.     To  this  fact  she  filed  her  affidavit 
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with  the  referee.  The  plaintifi  filed  an  affidavit  of  the  person 
who  made  the  service  showing  proper  service.  Her  counsel 
also  raised  several  objections  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit 
npon  which  the  order  was  granted,  among  which  were : 

Fii-st.  That  the  affidavit  did  not  comply  with  Rnle  25,  in 
that  it  did  not  state  whether  a  previous  application  had  been 
made. 

Second.  That  the  execution  alleged  to  have  been  issued  was 
more  than  five  years  after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment, 
and  no  leave  of  the  court  was  shown  to  have  been  obtained 
therefor. 

Third.  That  it  did  not  show  sufficiently  or  properly  that 
the  person  who  made  the  affidavit  had  the  right  or  authority 
to  make  the  same. 

Having  raised  these  objections  her  counsel  offered  to  go  at 
once  before  the  judge  who  granted  the  order  and  settle  the 
questions  raised.  The  counsel  for  plaintiff  refused  so  to  do 
and  demanded  that  the  party  be  sworn  and  the  examination 
proceed.  This  was  refused  under  advice  of  counsel,  and  the 
party  is  now  brought  before  me  to  show  why  she  should  not 
be  punished  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  obey  this  order.  Her 
counsel  offers  as  her  excuse  the  objection  above  specified. 

W.  F.  Osborne^  for  plaintiff. 

H.  J.  Stdlwan^  for  Anna  M.  Harris. 

Morgan,  J.  —  It  seems  to  me  hardly  necessary  to  consider 
here  whether  the  objections  to  the  affidavit  upon  which  this 
order  was  granted  would  or  would  not  have  been  good  if  prop- 
erly raised.  When  an  order  is  issued  by  a  judge  having  juris- 
diction the  pei'son  upon  whom  it  16  served  has  two  paths  to 
pui*6ue,  and  only  two,  if  he  desires  to  avoid  contempt  of 
court.  He  must  either  obey  it  or  procure  it  to  be  set  aside. 
Even  if  it  be  erroneous  he  has  no  right  to  disregard  it  {Arctic 
Insttrance  Compamy  agt.  Hicksy  7  Abb.  Pr,j  204).    There 
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can  be  no  doubt  that  the  affidavit  here  was  Bufficient  to  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  judge  granting  the  order,  even  conceding 
that  upon  application  or  proper  cause  shown  it  would  have 
been  set  aside ;  and  the  respondent  having  elected  neither  to 
obey  it  nor  to  have  it  set  aside  is  as  clearly  in  contempt.  She 
had  no  more  right  to  disobey  the  order  in  the  presence  of  the 
referee  than  by  refusing  to  appear  before  him  at  all.  He 
certainly  could  not  pass  upon  the  questions  raised,  and  she 
had  no  right  to  attempt  to  raise  them  before  him,  nor  to  ask 
that,  having  raised  them  before  him,  the  plaintiff  should  go 
with  her  before  the  judge  who  granted  the  order  and  obtain 
a  decision  regarding  them.  Questions  which  arise  in  the 
presence  of  the  referee  and  in  the  course  of  the  proceeding 
and  which  he  has  not  authority  to  settle  may  very  properly 
be  brought  at  once  before  the  judge  who  granted  the  order ; 
but  questions  arising  away  from  the  referee  and  touching  the 
validity  of  the  order  itself  are  entirely  different  in  their  nature 
and  do  not  belong  to  the  proceeding  before  the  referee,  nor 
can  they  properly  be  raised  there.  If,  therefore,  the  party 
desires  to  take  his  chances  on  the  order  being  a  nullity,  he 
must  also  take  his  chance  of  committing  contempt  of  court. 
The  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  service  comes  very 
largely  within  the  rule  above  stated.  The  plaintiff  having 
proof  of  service  sufficient  on  its  face  the  respondent  will  avoid 
that  service  only  by  the  same  application  that  would  avoid 
the  order  itself.  She  had  no  right  to  meet  that  proof  of  ser- 
vice by  a  counter-affidavit  before  the  referee,  nor  to  ask 
that  she  be  examined  there  or  before  me  personally  on  that 
subject. 

I  am  compelled,  therefore,  to  hold  that  the  respondent  is 
guilty  of  contempt  of  court,  but,  inasmuch  as  the  contempt 
seems  to  have  arisen  from  a  misconception  of  the  proper 
practice  in  such  cases  rather  than  from  intent,  I  am  inclined 
to  inflict  only  a  very  slight  penalty  and  fine  her  ten  dollars, 
costs  of  this  application. 

Let  orders  be  prepared  accordingly  and  directing  the  re- 
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spondent  to  appear  and  be  examined  as  prescribed  by  the 
statute  {section  296,  old  Code)  before  the  same  referee  at  a 
time  and  place  to  be  fixed. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  Assignment  of  John  H.  Hobsvall. 

Amgnee — right  of,  to  procure  his  diteharge  upon  a  eompoiiiion  deed,  wOhout 
an  accounting —  Order  of  diecharge  proewred  hy  an  assignee  ex  parte,  no 
proceedings  for  an  accounting  being  instituted,  is  irregular  and  loiU  be 
vacated. 

The  statute  has  proyided  for  the  mode  in  which  an  assignee  in  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  under  the  statute,  where  there  has  been 
a  composition  between  the  assignor  and  his  creditors,  may  be  dis- 
charged, which  is  on  a  proceeding  for  an  accounting  under  the  act 
(Laws  cf  1877,  chap.  466,  section  20). 

The  only  mode  in  which  the  court  has  power  to  discharge  the  assignee  is 
upon  proof  of  the  composition  in  a  proceeding  for  an  accounting. 

It  is  essential  and  indispensable  that  there  should  be  an  accounting  in 
every  case,  and  that  it  cannot  be  dispensed  with  unless  there  has  been 
a  clear,  distinct  and  undoubted  waiver  of  it  by  every  creditor  whp 
could  in  any  way  be  affected  by  the  assignee's  discharge. 

General  Termy  JFdnnum/j  1879. 

Appeal  by  John  W.  Hesse,  assignee,  from  an  order  yacat- 
ing  his  order  of  discharge  upon  the  application  of  John  T. 
Camp,  a  creditor. 

Zotda  0.  Wae/meVy  for  appellant  Hesse. 

George  C.  Lay^  for  respondent  Oamp. 

Daly,  Oh.  J.  —  The  order  vacating  the  order  discharging 
the  assignee  shonld,  in  my  opinion,  be  affirmed.    The  statnte 
Yoi.  LIX        84 
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hafi  provided  for  the  mode  in  which  an  assignee  in  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  under  the  statute,  where 
there  has  been  a  composition  between  the  assignor  and  his 
creditors,  may  be  discharged,  which  is  on  a  proc4?eding  for  an 
accounting  under  the  act  {Laws  of  N.  Y.^  1877,  chap.  466, 
sec.  20).  It  was  undoubtedly,  as  the  appellant  claims,  within 
the  power  of  the  creditors  to  waive  the  accounting,  for  a  ;>arty 
may  waive  any  provision  of  law  or  statutory  or  constitutional 
enactment  designed  for  his  benefit  or  protection. 

But  the  creditors  in  this  case  have  not  by  the  composition 
deed  waived  an  accounting.  The  assignor  and  the  creditors, 
Briggs  &  Hairis,  who  together  brought  about  the  composition, 
did  BO  with  the  assignee,  and  the  application  of  the  assignor, 
Horsfall,  and  of  Briggs,  to  vacate  the  order  discharging  the 
assignee  was  denied  by  judge  Van  Hoesen,  in  the  oftse  of 
Briggs,  upon  the  ground  that  he  had,  by  the  verbal  agree- 
ment, waived  his  right  to  an  accounting.  But  the  petitioner, 
Camp,  was  no  party  to  this  verbal  agreement  and  is  in  no 
way  concluded  by  it.  He  is  simply  one  of  the  creditors  who 
signed  the  composition,  and  all  that  they  agreed  to  was  that 
an  order  might  be  made  by  any  judge  of  this  court  discharg- 
ing the  assignee  without  notice  to  them. 

The  assignee  was  entitled,  under  this  agreement,  to  apply 
to  any  judge  of  this  court  for  his  discharge  without  notice  to 
the  creditors  who  signed  the  composition  deed ;  but  the  only 
mode  in  which  the  court  had  power  to  discharge  him  was 
upon  proof  of  the  composition  in  a  proceeding  for  an  account- 
ing. When  the  creditors  consent  that  an  order  may  be  niade 
by  any  judge  of  the  court  discharging  the  assignee  they  neces- 
sarily mean  discharging  him  without  any  notice  to  them  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  there  being  no  other  way  in 
which*  a  judge  could  discharge  him. 

To  constitute  a  waiver  the  consent  should  have  been. with- 

a 

out  any  accounting. 

The  ex  parte  order,  therefore,  discharging  him  was  irregu- 
lar and  was  properly  vacated. 
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It  was  provided  by  the  composition  deed  that  after  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  it  the  assignee  might,  after  paying 
all  claims  and  demands  against  the  assigned  estate  which,  as 
assignee,  he  was  liable  to  pay,  and  after  deducting  $200  for 
his  fees  reassign  to  Horsfall,  the  assignor,  the  property,  of 
whatever  nature  or  description,  which  might  be  in  his  posses- 
sion under  the  assigument. 

This  is  very  clear  from  the  instrument  —  that  he  was  to  do 
this  before  he  had  the  right  to  apply  to  a  judge  of  the  court 
to  be  released  and  discharged  from  his. trust. 

The  composition  creditors  had  agreed  to  release  and  dis- 
charge the  assignor  from  £Q1  liability  upon  the  payment  by 
him  of  twenty-five  per  cent  of  the  amount  of  their  respective 
claims,  and  the  reassignment  of  the  assigned  estate  to  him  by 
the  assignee  as  provided  for  in  the  instrument,  was  clearly 
necessary  to  enable  the  assignor  to  carry  out  the  composition 
for  it  is  to  be  assumed,  as  this  was  a  general  assignment  of  all 
the  debtor's  property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  that  he  had 
nothing  to  enable  him  to  pay  the  compounding  creditors  until 
the  property  was  restored  to  him  by  a  reassignment ;  and  this 
is  sworn  to  have  been  the  fact  by  the  assignor  and  by  Briggs, 
who  was  one  of  the  principal  creditors. 

But  the  ex  parte  order  discharging  the  assignee  was  made 
with  the  consent  of  the  assignor  before  a  reassignment  of  the 
property,  and  was  for  that  reason  alone  irregular.  This  was 
not  a  provision  which  the  assignor  could  waive,  except  so  far 
aB  hifl  rights  were  concerned. 

The  composition  creditors  had  rights  also.  It  was  for  their 
interest  that  the  assignor  should  be  enabled,  as  speedily  as 
possible,  to  carry  out  the  composition,  as  the  payments  were 
to  be  made  in  about  a  montli  after  the  execution  of  the  com- 
position deed ;  and  the  assignor  could  not,  without  their  con- 
sent, agree  so  as  to  bind  them  that  the  assignee  might  be 
discharged  before  reassigning  the  property.  The  provision  in 
the  composition  deed  ratifying  and  confirming  all  tlic  :ict:}, 
transactions,  payments  and  proceedings  of  the  assignee  means 
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when  he  had  complied  with  the  conditions  of  the  deed  by 
reassigning  the  property,  and  is  in  a  position  to  procure  his 
discharge  in  the  mode  provided  by  the  statute.  From  the 
facts  disclosed,  an  accounting  in  this  ca^e  was  necessary,  as  the 
assignee,  if  he  has  done  what  is  alleged,  has  impaired  the 
estate  and  lessened  the  ability  of  the  assignor  to  comply  with 
the  terms  of  the  composition.  The  opinions  delivered  by 
judges  Van  Hoesen  and  J.  F.  Daly,  in  the  assignment  cases 
of  Cottlon,  Teager,  Doyer,  Lowenthal,  and  by  judge  Van 
Hoesen  in  the  application  of  Horsfall  &  Briggs,  in  the 
present  case,  show  how  essential  and  indispensable  it  is  that 
there  should  be  an  accounting  in  every  case,  and  that  it  can- 
not be  dispensed  with  unless  there  has  been  a  clear,  distinct 
and  undoubted  waiver  of  it  by  every  creditor  who  could  in 
any  way  be  affected  by  the  assignee's  discharge,  which  was 
not  the  case  here. 

I  do  not  think  that  it  affects  the  question  whether  the 
petitioner  may  have  been  tendered  the  amount  of  the  compo- 
sition or  not  if  the  discharge  was  irregular.  He  was  not,  as 
Briggs  was,  concluded  by  any  agreement  on  his  part  to  waive 
an  accounting,  and  had  the  right  to  bring  the  matter  before 
the  court,  it  being  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  the  rights 
of  all  the  creditors  are  protected  before  discharging  the 
assignee. 

The  order,  therefore,  should  be  affirmed. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.,  concurs ;  Van  Bbunt,  J.,  dissents. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rd.  Lewis  Salke  agt.  James  Talcx)tt 

and  the  Mabine  Court. 

St^puiaiion  on  appeal  —  Writ  of  profUbition,  —  Practice  on  appeals  from  order 
of  general  term,  ma/riite  court,  granting  a  new  trial  to  court  of  common 
pieae. 

There  can  be  no  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  marine  court  granting  a  new 
trial  without  the  stipulation  required  by  the  act  of  1874.  Nor  have  the 
provisions  of  chapter  479  of  the  Laws  of  1875  abrogated  or  repealed  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1874. 

The  absence  of  the  stipulation  and  the  appeal  from  the  order  assuming 
the  appeal  was  regular  under  the  act  of  1875,  took  the  case  out  of  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1874  and  left  the  court  of  common  pleas  to  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  that  court  in  such  cases  by  subdivi- 
sion 2  of  section  43  of  chapter  479  of  the  Laws  of  1875,  and  the  exer- 
cise of  that  discretion  is  not  reviewable  at  a  special  term  of  this  court 
on  the  extraordinary  writ  of  prohibition. 

The  relator  if  aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  common  pleas 
because  of  any  irregularity  of  form,  has  a  plain  remedy  by  application 
to  that  tribunal  for  the  correction  of  the  judgment,  this  court  should 
not  interfere  by  prohibition  while  so  simple  and  easy  a  remedy  lies  open 
to  the  relator. 

As  there  was  no  lawful  appeal  which  could  give  the  court  of  common 
pleas  jurisdiction  under  the  statute,  the  case  has  remained  in  legal  con- 
templation in  the  marine  court,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  general 
term  granting  a  new  trial,  and  this  court  will  not  interfere  with  the 
functions  of  that  tribunal  in  this  case  by  a  writ  of  prohibition. 

First  DepartmerU^  General  Term^  Attgvst^  1880. 

The  appeal  was  from  an  order  at  special  term  granting  a 
writ  of  prohibition  forbidding  the  marine  court  from  taking 
further  proceedings  in  an  action  between  the  relator  and  the 
respondent,  Talcott,  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  which  Salke  obtained  by  false  and  fraudulent 
representations. 
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The  plaintiflE  secured  a  judginent  for  $473.79,  which  the 
general  term  of  the  marine  court  reversed  on  appeal,  and 
ordered  a  new  trial.  Talcott  appealed  to  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas,  but  did  not  accompany  his  notice  of  appeal  with 
any  stipulation  that  judgment  absolute  might  be  rendered 
against  him  in  the  event  of  an  affinnance.  The  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  affinned  the  order  appealed  from  and  remitted  the 
case  to  the  marine  court  for  a  new  trial.  The  relator  claimed 
that  such  disposition  of  the  case  was  improper,  that  judgment 
absolute  should  have  been  rendered  by  the  court  of  common 
pleas  in  his  favor,  notwithstanding  that  the  record  contained 
no  stipulation  to  that  effect. 

Thomas  db  Wilder^  for  appellants. 

Rieha/rd  S,  Newcomb^  for  respondents. 

Davis,  P.  J.  —  For  several  reasons  the  writ  of  prohibition 
in  this  case  was  improperly  granted : 

1.  The  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  general  term  of  the 
marine  court  granting  a  new  trial  was  not  accompanied  by 
the  stipulation  required  by  chapter  545  of  the  Laws  of  1874. 
In  Gordon  agt.  Erdmcm  the  court  of  appeals  have  held  that 
"  there  can  be  no  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  marine  court 
granting  a  new  trial  without  the  stipulation  required  by  the 
act  of  1874."  The  court  also  held  that  the  provisions  of  chap- 
ter 479  of  the  Laws  of  1875  had  not  abrogated  or  repealed 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1874.  That  decision  is,  of  course, 
controlling,  and  it  follows  that  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
whatever  else  it  might  have  done,  had  no  power  to  render 
judgment  absolute  against  the  appellant  from  the  order  grant- 
ing the  new  trial.  The  order  of  the  common  pleas  in  aflSrming 
the  marine  court  did  not  render  judgment  absolute  against  the 
appellant ;  and  it  appears  from  the  opinion  of  the  general  term 
that  it  did  not  intend  to  do  so.  To  hold  in  this  case  that  in  a 
case  where  it  not  only  had  no  power  to  render  such  a  judg- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  271 

People  ex  rd.  8alke  agt.  Talcott. 

ment,  and  did  not  render  it  but  declared  emphatically  its 
intention  to  the  contrary,  the  law  will  regard  what  it  did  do 
as  equivalent  to  such  a  judgment,  would  be  a  novel  exercise 
of  the  authority  of  the  court  under  the  writ  of  prohibition. 
The  legal  effect  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  was  to  remand  the  case  to  the  marine  court  for  such 
action  as  is  directed  by  the  order  of  the  general  term. 

2.  The  absence  of  the  stipulation  and  the  appeal  from  the 
order,  assuming  the  appeal  was  regular  under  the  act  of  1876, 
took  the  case  out  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1874  and  left 
the  court  of  common  pleas  to  the  exercise  of  the  discretion 
vested  in  that  court  in  such  cases  by  subdivision  2  of  section 
43  of  chapter  479  of  the  Laws  of  1875.  This  was  the  view 
taken  by  the  judges  of  the  common  pleas  (for  reasons  specially 
assigned),  and  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  is  not  reviewable 
at  a  special  term  of  this  court  on  the  extraordinary  writ  of 
prohibition. 

3.  The  relator,  if  aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas  because  of  any  irregularity  of  form,  has  a 
plain  remedy  by  application  to  that  tribunal  for  the  correction 
of  the  judgment.  This  court  should  not  interfere  by  pro- 
hibition while  so  simple  and  easy  a  remedy  lies  open  to  the 
relator. 

4.  If  there  was  no  lawful  appeal  which  could  give  the  court 
of  conmion  pleas  jurisdiction  —  as  seems  to  be  the  view  of  the 
court  of  appeals  —  under  the  stathte,  the  case  has  remained  in 
legal  contemplation  in  the  marine  court  subject  to  the  order 
of  the  general  term  granting  the  new  trial.  That  court  is, 
perhaps,  to  do  nothing  more  than  to  proceed,  in  the  discharge 
of  its  judicial  duty,  to  a  new  trial  in  conformity  with  the 
judgment  of  the  general  term.  Tliere  is,  therefore,  no  more 
reason  for  interfering  with  the  functions  of  that  tribunal  in 
this  case  by  a  writ  of  prohibition  than  there  is  to  arrest  all  its 
functions  by  similar  process.  If  the  court  is  assuming  to  act 
without  authority  the  relator  can  protect  himself  by  raising 
the  proper  objections  and  by  exceptions  at  the  time  the  case 
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is  moved  for  trial,  and  by  correcting  the  erroneous  ruling,  if 
any,  by  appeal.  His  rights  depend  upon  questions  of  law, 
which  may  be  presented  and  all  errors  affecting  the  same 
corrected,  in  the  ordinary  proceeding  in  the  action,  without 
resorting  to  a  writ  designed  for  purposes  foreign  to  the  review 
and  correction  of  those  errors  which  occur  in  the  progress  of 
the  trial  and  decision  of  causes. 

The  order  should  be  reversed  and  the  writ  quashed. 

Bbadt  and  Barbbtt,  JJ.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


The  Bsnediot  &  Burnham  Manufaotubino  Company  agt 

David  G.  Thaybb. 

The  People  ex  rd.  David  G.  Thateb  agt.  Peter  Bowe, 

sheriff,  &c. 

EaDeefiUi<m  agcdntt  the  p€T9on  —  Ejfeet  €f  omdmon  to  return  within  tusiiy  doffs. 

An  execution  against  defendant's  person  is  not  void  because  of  the  omis- 
sion to  direct  its  return  within  sixty  days;  and  a  return  by  the  sheriff 
that  the  defendant  was  discharged  under  an  order  because  of  such 
defect  fell  with  the  reversal  of  the  order  on  which  it  was  based,  and  the 
validity  of  the  execution  was  not  impaired  thereby. 

I^irst  D6fpartmerU^  General  Temiy  JvJ/y^  1880. 

Appeal  in  the  action  from  an  order  denying  plaintiff's 
motion  to  cancel  the  sheriffs  return  upon  an  execution 
against  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  to  remit  said  exe- 
cution to  said  sheriff. 

Appeal  in  the  special  proceedings  from  an  order  made  on 
habeaa  corpus  discharging  the  defendant  in  the  action  from 
the  custody  of  the  sheriff. 
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Cephas  Brainerd  and  Jo/mes  S.  SteamSy  for  appellants. 

A.  C.  Broumj  for  respondent. 

Babrbtt,  J.  —  When  this  case  was  previously  before  us  we 
held  that  the  execution  against  the  defendant's  person  was  not 
Toid  merely  because  of  the  omission  to  direct  its  return  within 
sixty  days.  We  accordingly  directed,  what  should  have  been 
done  in  the  first  instance,  an  inmiediate  amendment  to  cure 
this  trivial  objection,  reversed  the  order  discharging  the 
defendant  and  remanded  him  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff 
under  the  execution.  It  seems,  however,  that  shortly  after 
the  argument  before  us,  and  while  the  matter  was  yet  under 
advisement,  the  sheriff  took  upon  himself,  at  whose  insti- 
gation does  not  appear,  to  return  the  execution,  specifying 
that  the  defendant  had  been  discharged  from  custody  under 
the  very  order,  the  validity  of  which  was  then  under  consid- 
eration. This  fact  was  called  to  our  attention  when  the 
order  reversing  the  discharge  and  remanding  the  defendant 
was  subsequently  made,  but  we  deemed  it  of  no  moment.  Of 
course  the  return  fell  with  the  reversal  of  the  order  on  which 
it  was  based.  The  validity  of  the  execution  had  been  in  no 
wise  impaired.  It  was  not  like  the  case  of  Gleason  wnd  Rob- 
eris  {MS.  opinion  court  of  appeals)  where,  in  consequence  of 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  the  very  foundation  of  the  exe- 
cution had  fallen.  The  only  reason  why  we  did  not  at  once 
cancel  the  return  and  remit  the  execution  to  the  sheriff  for 
proper  action,  in  accordance  with  the  facts  as  they  then 
existed,  was  because  we  deemed  that  to  be  more  properly  the 
.  function  of  the  special  term.  We  are  at  a  loss  to  understand, 
in  the  absence  of  any  opinion  from  the  court  below,  why  this 
course  was  not  pursued.  It  would  be  a  reflection  upon  the 
administration  of  justice  if  this  defendant  were  to  escape 
the  legal  consequence  of  his  acts  by  such  unmeritorious  tech- 
nicalities as  he  has  invoked  upon  both  applications.  It  is 
clear  that  the  force  of  the  execution  was  but  temporarily 
Vou  LIX        36 
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spent  by  the  erroneous  discharge  and  the  sheri£Ps  return  to 
that  effect.  The  effect  of  the  reversal  was  plainly  to  restore 
the  original  and  legal  status.  Practically  this  could  only  be 
done  by  canceling  the  return,  replacing  the  execution  in  the 
sheriff's  hands,  and  leaving  that  officer  to  resume  his  custody 
of  the  defendant  and,  thereupon,  to  make  a  new  and  proper 
return. 

The  order  in  the  action  should  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  and  disbursements  of  the  appeal,  the  return  canceled  and 
the  execution  remitted  to  the  sheriff.  The  order  in  the  habeas 
corpus  proceedings  should  also  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars 
costs,  and  disbursements  and  the  prisoner  remanded  to  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff. 


K  Y.  MARINE  COURT. 
Mabt  a.  Smtth  agt.  Elizabfth  Gratz  et  al. 

Pleading —  Oomplaint —  Angioer — Efect  of  general  denial  of  the  allegoHone 
of  the  oornpiaint,  except  as  afterwardi  admitted  to  be  true. 

Where  the  answer  denies  having  any  knowledge  or  information  sufficient 
to  form  a  belief  as  to  any  or  all  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  con- 
tained and,  therefore,  denies  the  same,  except  as  hereinafter  specifically 
admitted,  the  facts  which  were  specifically  admitted  having  been 
demurred  to,  on  motion  for  judgment  on  this  general  denial: 

Held,  that  the  denial  in  the  answer  is  good.  The  form  of  pleading  is 
one  well  known  to  the  profession  and  has  been  sanctioned  for  years. 

McEnroe  agt.  Decker,  58  Haw,,  261,  not  foUotoed;  see  AUia  agt.  Leonard, 
46  N.  T.,  688. 

Special  Term^  Juby^  1880. 

Motion  for  judgmeut  on  answer  as  frivolous. 

Hawes,  J.  —  The  motion  is  for  judgment  on  the  answer 
as  frivolous.     The  answer  denies  having  any  knowledge  or 
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information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  a^  to  any  or  all  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint  contained  and,  therefore,  denies 
the  same,  except  as  hereinafter  specifically  admitted.  The 
facts  which  were  specifically  admitted  having  been  demurred 
to  the  plaintiff  moves  for  judgment  on  this  general  denial, 
relying  upon  the  case  of  McEfn/roe  agt.  Decker  (68  How,^ 
250).  The  form  of  pleading  here  used  is  one  well  knowa  to 
the  profession  and  has  been  sanctioned  for  years.  That  it  is 
evasive  must  be  admitted,  and  if  the  views  expressed  in 
MoEifwoe  agt.  Decker  can  possibly  be  sustained  by  precedent 
it  should  be  done  in  furtherance  of  what  I  deem  a  substantial 
advance  upon  the  form  of  pleading  that  has  long  prevailed, 
but  which  gives  apparent  opportunity  for  false  and  dilatory 
defenses.  I  am  unable,  however,  to  satisfy  myself  that  such 
is  the  law  as  it  stands  at  present.  The  authoritative  cases 
relied  on  in  McErvroe  agt.  Decker  are  The  People  agt.  Sny- 
der (Reported  m  41 JV.  Z".,  400)  and  The  People  agt.  Northern 
Hailroad  Co,  (42  iV.  7".,  217).  My  attention  has  been  caUed 
to  a  memorandum  in  the  Albany  Law  Journal  of  July  10, 1880, 
in  which  the  cases  referred  to  in  McEnroe  agt.  Decker  are 
criticised,  and  the  case  of  AUis  agt  Leonard  referred  to. 
The  case  of  AlMe  agt.  Leonard  {^reported  in  46  N.  Zl,  688, 
and  in  fuU  in  Albam/  Law  Journal  of  July  tenth)  is  valua- 
ble only  as  being  a  late  utterance  of  the  court  of  appeals  on 
that  subject.  It  cannot  be  assumed  that  judge  Daniels,  in 
the  case  of  People  agt.  Snyder^  intended,  by  mere  dictum, 
to  declare  as  frivolous  a  form  of  pleading  that  has  been  so 
long  recognized  in  all  the  courts  of  the  state  since  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Code.  It  is  true  that  he  criticises  and  declares  it 
peculiar,  but  in  no  sense  did  he  pass  upon  it ;  and  from  the 
incidental  manner  in  which  he  referred  to  it,  it  can  scarcely 
be  deemed  a  judicial  expression  of  opinion.  As  a  form  of 
good  or  bad  pleading  it  was  in  no  sense  discussed.  The  case 
of  The  People  agt.  Northern  Ra/Uroad  Gompamy  is  very  far 
from  deciding  this  question  in  plaintiff's  favor;  and  in  so 
far  as  it  is  a  decision  it  may  be  said  to  be  in  support  of 
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defendant's  view  and  conld  well  have  been  cited  by  him. 
The  allegation  in  The  People  agt.  Norikem  Railroad  Comr 
pany  was  a  general  denial  upon  information,  and  denial 
except  as  to  matters  specifically  admitted,  and  was  similar  to 
McEnroe  agt.  Dedcer  and  the  case  at  bar.  The  court  says : 
^^  Assuming  that  a  denial  by  the  defendants  in  their  answer 
of  each  and  every  all^ation  and  averment  in  the  complaint 
in  this  action  contained,  not  therein  before  specifically  admit- 
ted, is  safficient  to  controvert  the  matters,  if  any,  not  so 
admitted  and  put  them  in  issue,  it  appears  by  an  examination 
of  its  contents  that  no  material  fact  is  denied."  He  then 
proceeds  to  analyze  the  admissions  and  finds  that  they  are  so 
complete  and  absolute  that  no  issue  is  created.  This  is  all 
that  is  determined  in  the  case  so  far  as  I  can  comprehend. 
These  two  cases  are  the  only  au&oritative  cases  that  can  be 
possibly  cited  as  supporting  the  view  expressed  in  McEnroe 
agt.  Decker^  and  it  is  submitted  that,  as  an  authority  upon  the 
points  at  issue,  they  must  be  deemed  of  a  very  doubtful  char- 
acter. The  case  of  AUis  agt.  Leona/rd^  however,  is  in  point 
and  cannot  be  construed  otherwise  than  as  a  direct  ruling 
upon  it.  The  case  of  The  People  agt.  Snyder  was  decided 
in  December,  1869,  and  AUis  agt.  Leona/rd  in  November, 
1871.  In  AUis  agt  LeonoMrd  the  action  was  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  held  by  the  transferee  against  the  maker,  and  the 
answer  denied  ^'  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint 
except  those  admitted."  The  admission  was  the  ^^  making 
and  delivery  of  the  note."  The  court  declares  that  "  as  the 
question  seems  to  have  been  disposed  of  wholly  on  the  ques- 
tion of  pleading  it  is  necessary  to  examine  the  complaint  and 
answer,"  and  in  that  connection  says :  '^  It  (the  answer)  denies 
each  and  eveiy  allegation  except  that  expressly  admitted. 
We  think  that  this  was  a  sufficient  denial  of  the  transfer  of 
the  note.  The  defense  was  meritorious,  if  true,  and  the 
pleading  should  have  been  liberally  construed  for  the  purpose 
of  admitting  it.  But  a  strict  construction  would  lead  to  the 
same  result."    There  can  be  no  question  of  the  intent  of 
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the  court  of  appeals  in  this  ease  to  pass  upon  the  point  in 
issue,  and  to  pass  upon  it  decisively.  While  I  could  wish 
another  construction  I  am  compelled  to  yield  to  what,  in  my 
opinion,  must  be  deemed  the  controlling  decision  upon  this 
question,  and  which  fully  establishes  the  validity  of  this  form 
of  pleading. 

Motion  for  judgment  on  the  answer  as  frivolous  denied, 
but  without  costs. 


8TJPKEME  OOUBT. 


The  Pbople  ex  rd.  Jambs  O'Rbilly  agt.  The  Matob,  &o.,  of 
THB  Cnr  OF  New  Yobk,  Allan  Campbell,  commissioner 
of  public  works,  and  Joseph  Blumenthal,  superintendent 
of  incumbrances. 

Ifmo  York  {city  qf)  —  TTrda/itf^  obitructkm  of  the  t6nett  —  Ihtiif  qf  eofnmw- 
gioner  qfpvbUc  works  and  the  stiperirUenderU  qf  inmmbraneea — mandamui 
the  proper  remedy  to  compel  them  to  perform  their  duty. 

The  common  council  of  the  city  of  New  York  have  no  power  or  right  to 
authorize  the  placing  or  continuing  of  any  obstruction  upon  any  street 
or  sidewalk,  except  the  temporary  occupation  theteof  during  the  erec- 
tion or  repair  of  a  building  on  a  lot  opposite  the  same. 

The  common  council  by  resolution  declared  that  licensed  vendors  should 
be  permitted  to  occupy  Forty-second  street,  west  of  Eighth  avenue  and 
within  825  feet  of  that  avenue,  Saturday  nights  from  6  to  13  o'clock: 

Held,  that  to  permit  the  street  to  be  occupied  and  obstructed  in  this  man- 
ner is  clearly  unlawful.  It  not  only  prevented  its  use  and  enjoyment 
for  the  ordinary  purposes  for  which  it  is  maintained,  but  also  deprived 
the  owners  and  residents  upon  it  of  the  complete  and  beneficial  use  and 
enjoyment  of  their  own  property;  and  as  to  them  the  obstruction  was 
substantially  a  nuisance,  and  a  party  suffering  special  injury  from  it 
has  a  right  to  api)eal  to  the  courts  for  redress. 

Eeld,  further,  that  where  the  superintendent  of  Incumbrances  and  the 
commissioner  of  public  works  (who  in  terms  are  authorized  to  keep 
the  streets  clear  of  obstructions)  have  been  applied  to  and  requested  to 
exercise  their  authority  and  remove  these  obstructions  but  have  declined 
and  refused  so  to  do,  a  mandamus  will  issue  requiring  them  to  interpose 
and  remove  the  same. 
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Although,  as  a  general  rule,  a  mandamtit  will  not  issue  where  the  party 
has  another  remedy,  it  is  not  universally  true  in  relation  to  corporations 
and  ministerial  officers,  for  while  they  may  be  liable  in  an  action  for 
neglect  of  duty  they  may  still  be  compelled  by  this  writ  to  exercise 
their  functions  according  to  law. 

At  Cha/mherSy  May^  1880. 

Thomas  Cukhmg  and  Jcmies  Clarky  for  relator. 

Willdam  C.  WhiMey^  for  defendants. 

Daniels,  J. —  The  application  in  this  case  is  for  a  writ  of 
peremptory  riumdamus  requiring  the  removal  of  obstructions 
in  Forty-second  street,  between  Eighth  and  Ninth  avenues. 

The.  applicant  is  a  physician  having  his  residence  and  office 
at  303  West  Forty-second  street,  which  is  about  seventy-five 
feet  west  of  the  Eighth  avenue ;  and  since  the  6th  of  June, 
1879,  vendors  of  various  articles  have  occupied  this  portion 
of  Forty-second  street  from  6  o'clock  until  12  in  the  even- 
ing, with  horses,  wagons,  merchandise,  and  assistants,  for 
the  purpose  of  selling  their  property.  It  appears  by  the  affi- 
davit of  the  applicant  that  the  street,  at  this  point,  has  been 
occupied  by  about  fifty  of  these  vehicles,  selling  various 
descriptions  of  produce  —  meat,  fish  and  other  goods  —  to 
persons  resorting  to  that  locality  for  the  purpose  of  making 
their  purchases.  The  vehicles,  together  with  the  patrons, 
appropriate  so  much  of  each  side  of  the  street  and  sidewalhs 
as  to  prevent  their  free  use  and  enjoyment  by  persons  having 
occasion  to  pass  along  them.  The  vehicles  are  backed  up  to 
the  walks  and  the  articles  exposed  for  sale  in  them,  and  pur- 
chased by  persons  standing  upon  the  walks.  The  obstruction 
occasioned  in  this  manner  is  shown  to  have  been  so  great  as 
seriously  to  impair  and  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the 
applicant's  property.  He  is  unable  to  approach  or  leave  it 
with  his  own  vehicle,  and  prevented  by  the  noise  and  disturb- 
ance of  the  street  from  properly  practicing  his  profession; 
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and  his  patients  appear  to  be  incommoded  in  passing  to  and 
from  his  residence.  The  injury  to  him  is  both  personal  and 
substantial:,  and  one  which  he  has  a  right  to  have  redressed 
through 'the  instrumentality  of  the  courts,  if  this  occupancy 
of  the  streets  and  walks  shall  be  found  to  be  unlawful.  The 
primary  objeclr  of  streets  and  walks  is  the  accommodation  of 
persons  having  occasion  to  use  them,  and  they  are  entitled  to 
this  enjoyment  free  from  needless  obstructions ;  and  if  this 
street  has  been  occupied  in  this  manner  without  lawful  author- 
ity, such  occupancy  is  substantially  a  nuisance  requiring  to  be 
terminated  by  the  interposition  of  the  courts.  It  is  claimed 
on  the  part  of  the  officers  proceeded  against,  on  whom  alone 
the  papers  were  served,  that  the  persons  using  the  street  in 
this  manner  had  been  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  license  of  the 
common  council  of  the  city,  and  that  this  license  was  a  legal 
exercise  of  existing  authority.  The  license  was  provided  for 
by  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  board  of  aldermen  upon  the 
report  of  the  committee  on  streets  on  the  6th  of  June,  1879, 
and  it  declared  that  licensed  vendors  should  be  permitted  to 
occupy  Fortynsecond  street,  west  of  Eighth  avenue,  and  within 
325  feet  of  that  avenue,  Saturday  nights  from  6  to  12  o'clock, 
but  not  to  interfere  with  public  travel  on  the  streets.  The 
effect  of  the  resolution,  as  well  as  its  terms,  was  to  permit  an 
occupancy  of  this  street  during  the  hours  mentioned  upon 
every  recurring  Saturday  night.  It  was  not  simply  to  pass 
along  the  street  or  to  use  it  as  streets  ordinarily  are  used  for 
the  convenience  of  the  public  in  supplying  the  wants  of  those 
who  reside  upon  them,. but  it  was,  for  the  time  mentioned,  an 
exclusive  appropriation  of  so  much  of  the  street  as  should  be 
found  necessary  for  the  occupancy  mentioned  in  the  resolution. 
The  charter  of  the  city  then  in  force  authorized  the  common 
council  to  regulate  traffic  and  sales  in  the  streets,  highways, 
roads  and  public  places  of  the  city,  but  it  evidently  was  not 
intended  that  such  authority  should  be  exercised  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  it  has  been  by  means  of  this  resolution ;  for  a 
succeeding  subdivision  of  the  same  section  in  which  this  pro- 
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yifiion  is  contained  declared  that  the  cooncil  should  have  no 
power  to  authorize  the  placing  or  continuing  of  any  obstruc- 
tion upon  any  street  or  sidewalk,  except  the  temporary  occu- 
pation thereof  during  the  erection  or  repair  of  a  building  on  a 
lot  opposite  the  same  {Laws  of  1873,  487-8, 17,  subd,  1-4). 
These  two  provisions  require,  as  they  relate  to  the  same  sub- 
ject, to  be  construed  together,  and  the  latter  so  far  restrains 
and  limits  the  former  as  to  withhold,  by  means  of  its  terms, 
such  power  as  was  attempted  to  be  exercised. through  this 
resolution.  Under  the  latter  subdivision  no  obstruction  of 
any  street  or  sidewal]c  of  the  description  of  that  permitted  by 
the  resolution  can  be  authorized  by  the  common  council ;  and 
such  was  the  view  which  was  taken  of  these  provisions  by 
Mr.  justice  Van  Vobst  in  the  case  of  Ely  agt.  Cmwpbdl 
{MS.  opinion,  post.) 

To  permit  the  street  to  be  occupied  and  obstructed  in  this 
manner  was  clearly  unlawful.  It  not  only  prevented  its  use 
and  enjoyment  for  the  ordinary  purposes  for  which  it  is  main- 
tained but  also  deprived  the  owners  and  residents  upon  it  of 
the  complete  and  beneficisd  use  and  enjoyment  of  their  own 
property ;  as  to  them  the  obstruction  was  substantially  a  nui- 
sance, and  a  party  suffering  special  injury  from  it  has  a  right 
to  appeal  to  the  courts  for  redress. 

That  might  probably  have  been  secured  by  means  of  an 
indictment,  or,  to  a  certain  extent,  by  an  action  for  damages ; 
but  these  remedies  were  somewhat  doubtful  in  their  nature 
and  would  not  afford  that  immediate  assistance  which  the 
residents  upon  the  street  had  the  right  to  require.  For  that 
reason  the  application  for  the  writ  of  mcmdam/us  has  been 
made  requiring  the  officers  of  the  city  having  supervision  of 
the  streets  to  interpose  and  remove  these  obstructions.  These 
officers  have  been  requested  to  exercise  their  authority  to 
secure  this  result,  but  they  have  declined  to  do  so  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  supposed  that  the  resolution  of  the  common 
council  legally  permitted  this  use  to  be  made  of  the  streets. 

One  of  the  officers  to  whom  this  application  was  made  was 
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the  oommissioner  of  public  works,  who  in  terms  waa  author- 
ized to  keep  the  streets  clear  of  obstmctions  {Laws  of  1873, 
502,  sec.  71,  mb.  9).  And  for  the  purpose  of  more  effectu- 
ally accomplishing  that  end  it  has  been  provided,  further, 
that  there  should  be  a  bureau  in  his  department  for  the 
removal  of  incumbrances  of  the  streets  and  sidewalks,  the 
chief  o£Scer  of  which  should  be  called  the  superintendent  of 
incumbrances,  to  whom  all  complaint  should  be  made,  and 
by  whom  such  incumbrances  should  be  removed  (ie?.,  503, 
9ec.  72,  «t^.  8). 

These  two  provisions  confirm  the  construction  already  given 
to  those  contained  in  the  preceding  section,  for  they  were 
enacted  in  such  terms  as  to  indicate  the  unlawful  character 
of  obstructions  of  this  nature,  and  they  render  their  removal 
by  the  commissioner  of  pubUc  works  and  the  superintendent 
of  incumbrances  a  positive  and  unqualified  duty.  They  have 
the  authority,  and,  in  addition  to  that,  are  required  to  use  it 
by  removing  incumbrances ;  and  as  these  obstructions  in  this 
street  have  been  maintained  and  continued  without  lawful 
authority  it  was  their  duty  to  remove  them,  notwithstanding 
the  existence  of  the  resolution  adopted  by  the  common  coun- 
cil, for  that  resolution  was  in  conflict  with  the  provisions 
of  the  charter  upon  this  subject  and  consequently  invalid. 
Where  ministerial  officers  like  these  are  charged  with  the 
performance  of  a  duty  which  any  citizen  is  interested  in 
having  performed,  and  has  a  right  to  insist  on  its  being  per- 
formed, the  officer  may  be  required  to  act  by  means  of  the 
writ  of  mwndwmus.  In  this  case  the  officers  have  no  discre- 
tion, but  the  statute  is  plain  and  mandatory,  and  it  is  their 
duty,  under  its  provisions,  to  remove  these  obstructions  exist- 
ing in  the  street,  and  the  writ  of  mamdomiv^  is  an  appropriate 
means  through  which  they  may  be  required  to  exercise  their 
authority  and  perform  this  duty  (2  Ora/ry  Sp.  Proceedmga 
\U  edition]^  556). 

This  writ  may  be  allowed  whenever  a  party  has  a  legal 
right  and  is  entitled  to  a  specific  remedy  to  enforce  it^  and  a 
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public  ofScer  whose  duty  it  is  to  afford  that  remedy  refuses 
to  act  (  Wood  on  Mandcmi/uSj  27 ;  People  agt.  Asten^  49  Sow- 
ard,  ^06),  if  no  particular  remedy  be  given  and  there  is  no 
other  plain  and  effectual  mode  of  relief.  Mandamus  is 
proper  in  all  cases  where  it  is  adopted  to  enforce  the  right 
and  duty  in  question,  and.it  will  not  be  refused  merely 
because  there  is  a  remedy  in  equity  or  an  imperfect  remedy  at 
law,  not  adequate  to  the  purpose,  as  an  action  for  damages 
which  would  not  remove  the  obstructions  would  be,  or  because 
the  oflScers  or  adverse  party  may  be  prosecuted  criminally  for 
neglect  of  duty  {DUlon  on  Mtm.  Corporations  {2d  ediHon'jy 
sec.  616 ;  People  agt.  Com/missioners  of  Mniffration^  22  JHow- 
ardy  291 ;  People  agt.  OoUms,  19  Wend.^  56).  The  principle 
now  established  will  entitle  the  party  to  this  writ  whenever  a 
legal  right  exists  and  his  legij  remedy  either  fails  or  is  inade- 
quate ;  and  the  fact  that  the  party  may  be  indicted  does  not 
constitute  any  proper  objection  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ 
{People  agt.  MayoTj  d&c,  10  Wend.j  395). 

Although,  as  a  general  rule,  a  mandamus  will  not  issue 
where  the  party  has  another  remedy,  it  is  not  universally  true 
in  relation  to  corporations  and  ministerial  officers,  for  while 
they  may  be  liable  in  an  action  for  neglect  of  duty,  they  may 
still  be  compelled  by  this  writ  to  exercise  their  functions 
according  to  law  {McCvZUyugh  agt.  The  Mayor^  23  Wend.^ 
458).  Under  the  principle  maintained  by  these  authorities 
this  applicant  appears  to  have  just  legal  grounds  to  support 
him  in  this  application.  The  obstruction  is  unlawful ;  it  has 
been  specially  injurious  to  him  as  an  occupant  of  property, 
and  no  legal  authority  for  its  creation  or  continuance  exists. 
It  has  been  made  the  duty  of  the  officers  proceeded  against  to 
remove  it,  and  in  that  manner  to  restore  the  street  to  the  state 
of  usefulness  and  convenience  it  was  designed  to  afford. 

They  have  refused  to  perform  that  duty,  and  as  the  appli- 
cant has  a  right  to  insist  on  its  performance  he  is  entitled  to 
this  writ  for  the  purpose  of  setting  these  officers  in  motion, 
and  securing  that  degree  of  redress  in  the  premises  which  he 
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is  legally  entitled  to  receive.  An  order  will,  therefore,  be 
entered  directing  the  writ  to  iBsue  to  the  superintendent  of 
incnmbrances  and  the  commissioner  of  public  works  requiring 
them  to  remove  the  obstructions  from  this  street,  which  has 
been  created  and  is  continued  by  the  persons  who  have 
resorted  there,  under  the  liberty  secured  by  the  terms  of  this 
resolution,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  their  wares  and  products, 
but,  under  the  circumstances,  no  costs  of  the  application  will 
be  allowed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


John  Debsenbaoksb  agt.  The  Lbhigh  Yallby  Railroad 

Company. 

Appearcmee — Anmoer —  Chrporation — Effects  of  a  general  appeovraohce  cmd 
cmswer  ef  a  dtferidant  eorporation — Negligence —  Chntributory  negligence 
queeUon  for  jwry. 

The  general  appearance  and  answer  of  a  defendant  corporation  ought  to 
be  deemed  an  admission  of  its  corporate  existence ;  and  it  ought  not 
afterwards,  when  no  special  issue  is  presented,  insist  that  plaintiff  must 
produce  and  prove  its  character  ;  at  all  events,  in  such  case  it  is  enough 
to  show  user  or  corporate  acts  to  make  a  prima  facie  case  of  the  entity 
and  identity  of  such  corporation. 

The  plaintiff,  a  canal  boatman,  in  helping  to  discharge  iron  ore  from  a 
boat  at  Perth  Amboy,  pushed  the  iron  tub  which  was  being  hoisted  by 
a  derrick  as  was  customary  and  thus  went  partly  imder  the  tub,  which 
feU  upon  him,  causing  the  injury  sued  for: 

SM,  that  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  of  plaintiff's  act  was 
properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  such  act  not  being  per  se  evidence  of 
negligence. 

Held,  eUao,  that  some  slight  evidence  having  been  given  that  defendant 
was  the  owner  of  the  derrick  and  of  the  rope  used,  and  the  use  of  the 
derrick  being  much  for  the  benefit  of  defendant  and  as  the  iron  ore  was 
being  transferred  by  its  consignees  to  defendant's  cars  in  the  usual  way, 
and  as  it  should  not  be  presumed  that  the  consignees  were  trespassing 
in  making  use  of  the  derrick,  in  the  absence  of  all  explanation  on 
defendant's  part,  the  jury  were  justified  in  finding  that  the  consignees 
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were  using  the  derrick  in  the  usual  way,  with  defendant's  knowledge 
and  consent,  and  for  its  and  their  mutual  benefit. 
Hdd,  fy/rther,  that,  defendant  was,  therefore,  liable  if  the  rope  was  unsafe 
and  unfit  for  the  work,  and  there  being  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
on  these  questions,  the  court  properly  submitted  the  questions  to  them, 
some  force  being  properly  given  to  the  omission  of  defendant  to  give 
explanatory  evidence. 

Fi/rst  Departmentj  General  Term^  Julyy  1880. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  on  verdict  of  jniy  and 
from  order  denying  motion  for  new  trial  on  the  minntes. 

Gha/rUs  B.  Alexcmderj  for  appellant. 


JEdward  H.  Hobbesy  for  respondent. 

Davib,  p.  J.  —  The  motion  to  dismisB  the  complaint  on  the 
ground  that  plaintiff  has  not  proved  the  corporate  character 
of  defendant  was  properly  denied.  When  a  corporation 
brings  suit  it  is  bound  to  allege  its  corporate  existence,  and 
at  common  law  was  bound  to  prove  it  under  the  general  issue. 
The  rule  is  the  same  now  as  to  foreign  corporations,  but  as  to 
domestic  corporations  the  rule  is  so  far  changed  by  statute 
that  such  a  plaintiff  is  only  put  to  show  its  own  corporate 
existence  when  the  defendant  pleads  specially  ^*nul  tid  cor- 
poration." But  where  a  corporation  is  sued  its  general 
appearance  and  answer  in  the  action  ought  to  be  deemed  an 
admission  of  its  corporate  existence  as  such,  as  much  as  the 
general  appearance  and  answer  of  a  natural  person  is  an 
admission  of  his  existence  and  identity.  It  appears  and 
answers  as  a  corporation  when  no  special  issue  is  presented 
on  that  question,  and  thus  puts  itself  into  court  as  such,  and 
ought  not  afterwards  to  be  heard  to  insist  that  plaintiff 
must  affirmatively  prove  that  it  is  what  it  has  put  itself  on 
record  as  being.  Some  confusion  has  arisen  on  this  subject 
(perhaps  in  the  cases)  by  not  perfectly  observing  the  difference 
between  a  plaintiff  corporation's  own  affirmation  of  its  exist* 
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ence,  when  put  in  issae  by  an  answer,  and  the  appearance  of 
a  corporation,  when  sned  as  defendant,  on  putting  in  an 
answer  in  the  name  by  which  it  is  sned.  At  all  erents,  in 
such  a  case,  it  is  enongh  to  show  user  or  corporate  acts  to 
tnake  a  jprvma  fade  case  of  th^  entity  and  identity  of  the 
artificial  person  that  has  appeared  and  is  defending  the  suit. 
In  this  case  the  issues  were  tried  all  through  the  plaintiff's 
case  upon  the  assumption  that  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company  was  an  existing  corporation.  It  was  quite  right, 
therefore,  not  to  permit  the  defendant  to  railroad  itself  out  of 
court  because  its  charter  was  not  produced  and  proven.  The 
prirna  facie  case  was  sufficient  to  call  upon  the  defendant  to 
give  some  of  the  evidence  which  the  learned  counsel  says  his 
client  was  misled  into  not  producing,  to  wit,  ^'  negative  proof 
of  its  non-existence,"  if  any  such  it  had. 

The  question  whether  the  plaintifPs  own  negligence  con- 
tributed to  his  injury  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury.  It 
cannot  be  said,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  act  of  pushing  the 
iron  tub  when  it  stopped,  as  described  in  the  evidence,  was 
per  se  evidence  of  negligence.  It  was  an  act  which  the  plain- 
tiff, or  some  other  person,  was  accustomed  to  perform  when- 
ever a  similar  delay  occurred,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  knew,  or  had  reason  to  believe,  that 
there  was  any  greater  danger  than  usual  on  the  occasion.  The 
rope  happened  to  break  while  he  was  doing  an  act  customary 
under  similar  circumstances.  The  evidence  does  not  tend  to 
show  that  his  act  broke  the  rope,  but  merely  that  it  brought 
himself  into  a  position  to  receive  the  injury.  The  charge 
upon  the  question  was  correct  in  law,  and  we  are  satisfied 
with  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  it. 

The  principal  and  difficult  question  in  the  case  is  whether 
sufficient  was  shown  to  justify  the  court  in  submitting  to  the 
jury  the  question  of  the  liability  of  the  defendant.  Some 
evidence  was  given  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant  was 
the  owner  of  the  derrick,  and  the  rope  used,  the  breaking  of 
which  caused  the  injury,  was  purchased  for,  and  belonged  to, 
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the  defendant.  From  the  slight  evidence  produced  by  plain- 
tiflE  it  might  well  be  inferred  that  the  derrick  was  one  belong- 
ing to  the  defendant  and  nsed  generally  on  the  dock  for  the 
purpose  of  transferring  property  from  boats  to  the  defendant's 
cars  and  from  such  cars  to  the  boats,  the  object  of  defendant 
being  to  furnish  facilities  for  making  such  transfers  with  ease 
and  promptitude.  Of  course  this  was  much  for  tjie  benefit 
of  defendant,  as  it  avoided  delay  and  detention  of  its  cars,  and 
expedited  its  business  transactions.  The  consignees  of  the 
cargo  of  iron  ore  appear  to  have  been  using  the  derrick  on 
the  occasion  of  the  injury ;  but  as  they  were  transferring  the 
ore  in  the  usual  way  from  plaintiffs  boat  to  defendant's  cars, 
and  as  it  should  not  be  presumed  that  the  consignees  were 
trespassers  in  making  use  of  the  derrick,  in  the  absence  of  all 
explanation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  jury  were  justi- 
fied in  finding  that  the  consignees  were  using  the  derrick  in 
the  usual  way  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  for'its  and  their  mutual  benefit.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, the  liability  of  the  defendant  would  depend  upon  the 
question  whether  it  had  furnished  a  rope  suitable  for  the  pur- 
pose and  capable  of  sustaining  the  weight  to  be  put  upon  it 
in  doing  the  usual  work  for  which  it  was  to  be  used,  or,  having 
done  so,  it  was  continued  in  use  after  it  had  become  so  worn 
and  weakened  by  strains  and  observable  injuries  sub  to  be  unsafe 
and  unfit  for  the  work. 

There  was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  both  of 
these  questions.  There  was  slight  evidence  to  show  that  the 
rope  was  not  large  enough  when  purchased  to  bear  the  weight 
of  the  quantity  of  iron  ore  usually  taken  in  the  tub.  This 
evidence  is  not  satisfactory  to  our  minds ;  but  when  taken  in 
connection  with  the  proof  as  to  the  condition  of  the  rope 
when  it  broke,  and  with  the  fact  that  it  had  broken  the  day 
before  in  unloading  another  cargo,  and  was  then  stranded  or 
repaired  and  put  into  use  for  unloading  plaintiiFs  boat  when 
it  broke  again,  with  the  serious  consequences  to  plaintifit, 
under  circumstances  tending  to  show  that  due  precaution  was 
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not  used  in  repairing  or  in  allowing  it  to  be  used,  we  are  not 
able  to  see  that  the  court  erred  in  submitting  the  question  to 
the  jury.  Some  force  is  certainly  to  be  given  to  the  omission 
of  defendant  to  give  explanatory  evidence  to  rebut  the  infer- 
ences from  the  evidence  given  by  plaintiff. 

It  is  easy  to  see  that  if  the  derrick  and  rope  were  not  the 
property  of  defendant,  or  if  they  were  not  in  use  by  its 
knowledge  or  consent,  or  if  the  derrick  was  not  a  facility  pro- 
vided by  defendant  for  the  benefit  of  its  business,  furnished 
to  be  used  as  above  suggested,  proof  must  have  been  in 
defendant's  power  to  rebut  the  evidence  given  by  plaintiff 
and  the  inferences  a  jury  could  draw  therefrom. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  charge  as  given  by  the  court,  or  in 
his  refusals  to  charge,  and  our  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment 
must  be  affirmed. 

Sassett,  J.,  concurs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


The  People  ex  rd.  Robebt  J.  Rosenthal  agt.  Samuel  N. 

Cowles. 

ffdbeoB  corpus —  To  whom  appUcation  for  the  writ  must  be  made  —  Fbrm 

of  petition. 

The  restriction  in  the  habeas  corpus  act  that  application  for  a  writ  must 
be  to  a  judge  or  officer  within  the  county  where  the  prisoner  is  detained, 
or  an  adjoining  county,  does  not  apply  to  the  supreme  court  or  one  of 
its  justices. 

The  plain  reading  of  the  statute  is  that  an  application  may  be  made  to 
the  supreme  court,  or  to  one  of  its  justices  anywhere,  but  when  it  is 
made  "  to  any  officer  who  may  be  authorized  to  perform  the  duties  of 
a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  at  chambers,"  that  officer  must  be  or 
reside  "within  the  county  where  the  prisoner  is  detained,"  unless  there 
"  be  no  such  officer  within  such  county,  or  if  he  be  absent,  or  for  any 
cause  be  incapable  of  acting,  or  have  refused  to  grant  such  writ." 

Where  the  petition  fails  to  state  the  locality  of  the  confinement  it  is 
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defective.  The  locality  of  the  detention  should  be  stated  so  that  the 
discretion  of  the  court  or  Judge,  as  to  the  place  of  the  return  of  the  writ, 
could  be  exercised. 
The  petition  is  required  to  state  "  that  such  prisoner  is  not  committed  or 
detained  by  virtue  of  any  process,  judgment,  decree  or  judgment  speci- 
fied in  the  preceding  twenty-second  section."  A  detention  for  one  of 
the  causes  specified  in  said  section  should  "be  negatived.  The  petition 
should  show  the  party  detained  to  be  without  the  exception. 

Special  Term^  Atcgust,  1880. 

Motion  to  punish  the  respondent  for  contempt  in  not  pro- 
ducing the  body  of  James  Smith  pursuant  to  the  command 
of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 

A.  H.  Pwdofj  for  the  motion. 

Z.  £.  Ddafield,  opposed. 

Wbstbeook,  «/.  —  Upon  the  application  of  Robert  J.  Rosen- 
thal, who  claims  to  be  the  guardian  of  James  Smith,  an  infant 
child  whose  parents  are  both  dead,  a  writ  of  Jiabeas  corpus 
was  allowed  by  a  justice  of  this  court,  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  sitting  in  a  special  term,  then  and  there  held  by  him, 
requiring  Samuel  N.  Cowles,  then  residing  in  the  city  of 
Syracuse,  in  the  county  of  Onondaga,  to  produce  before  the 
judge  allowing  the  writ  in  said  special  term'  in  the  said  city 
of  New  York  the  body  of  said  James  Smith  in  order  that  his 
alleged  illegal  detention  might  be  inquired  into. 

The  writ  was  duly  served  upon  Cowles  at  the  city  of  Syra- 
cuse, and  on  the  return  day  thereof  he  did  not  produce  the 
child  but  appeared  by  counsel  and  asked  that  the  writ  should 
be  quashed  for  reasons  which  will  be  examined  in  the  order 
in  which  they  were  made. 

First.  It  is  claimed  that  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  has 
no  power  to  require  the  body  of  a  person  detained  in  a  county 
other  than  that  in  which  the  writ  issues  and  in  which  it  is 
made  returnable,  to  be  brought  before  him,  unless  there  be  no 
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ofScer  within  the  county  where  the  person  is  so  detained  who 
has  power  to  issue  such  writ,  or  unless  '^  he  be  absent  or  have 
refused  to  grant  such  writ." 

The  objection  is  founded  upon  the  provisions  of  the  habeas 
corpus  act,  which  will  be  found  in  8d  Revised  Statutes  (6^ 
edition^  pages  875,  876,  <Skc.). 

There  is  no  such  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  supreme 
court,  or  one  of  its  justices  as  is  contended  for  by  the  counsel 
for  the  respondent.  Section  37  (section  28  of  the  old  staitite} 
provides  for  an  application :  ^^  1.  To  the  supreme  court  during 
its  sitting ;  or,  2.  During  any  term  or  vacation  of  the  supreme 
court  to  any  one  of  the  justices  of  the  supreme  court,  or  any 
ofiScer  who  may  be  autiiorized  to  perform  the  duties  of  a 
justice  of  the  supreme  court  at  chambers,  being  or  residing 
within  the  county  where  the  prisoner  is  detained ;  or  if  there 
be  no  such  officer  within  such  county,  or  if  he  absent,  or  for 
any  cause  be  incapable  of  acting  or  have  refused  to  grant  such 
writ,  then  to  some  officer  having  such  authority  residing  in 
any  adjoining  county." 

This  section  designates  three  tribunals  to  which  the  appli- 
cation  for  the  writ  can  be  made :  Ist,  ^^  The  supreme  court 
during  its  sittings;"  2d,  ^^Any  one  of  the  justices  of  the 
supreme  court,"  and,  3d,  "  Any  officer  who  may  be  author- 
ized to  perform  the  duties  of  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court 
at  chambers,  being  or  residing  within  the  county  where  the 
prisoner  is  detained." 

If  the  nomenclature  of  the  statute  in  defining  the  jurisdic- 
tions from  which  the  writ  issues  is  borne  in  mind  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  its  construction.  A  justice  of  the  supreme  court 
is  an  officer,  but  he  is  not  one  of  those  whom  the  section 
includes  under  that  general  term,  for  he  is  specially  designated 
by  his  peculiar  title,  and  those  who  are  embraced  by  the 
words  '^  any  officer  "  are  also  so  specifically  defined  that  we  know 
that  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  is  not  referred  to,  but  only 
those  ^^  who  may  be  authorized  to  perform  the  duties  of  a 
justice  of -the  supreme  court  at  chambers."  The  plain  read- 
VoL,  LIX       87 
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ing  of  this  section  is  that  an  application  may  be  made  to  the 
supreme  court,  or  to  one  of  its  justices  anywhere,  ^ut  when 
it  is  made  ^^  to  any  officer  who  may  be  authorized  to  perform 
the  duties  of  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  at  chambers," 
ithat  officer  must  be  or  reside  ^^  within  the  county  where  the 
prisoner  is  detained,"  unless  there  ^'  be  no  such  officer  within 
•such  county,  or  if  he  be  absent  or  for  any  cause  be  incapable 
•of  acting  or  have  refused  to  grant  such  writ." 

The  next  section  {the  Z%th  of  8  JR.  S.  [6th  erf.],  P-  875, 
876,  and  the  24:th  of  ihs  old  etaiiUe)  evidently  uses  the  word 
^^  officer  "  in  the  same  sense  that  the  preceding  one  does.  It 
is  not  the  supreme  court  or  a  justice  thereof  who  is  required 
thereby  to  deny  the  application  for  the  writ  when  it  is  made 
out  of  the  county  "where  the  prisoner  shall  be  detained," 
unless  it  be  shown  "  that  there  is  no  officer  in  such  county 
authorized  to  grant  the  writ,  or,  if  there  be  one,  that  he  is 
absent  or  has  refused  to  grant  such  writ  or  for  some  cause  to 
be  specially  set  forth  is  incapable  of  acting,"  but  "  any  officer 
not  residing  within  the  county  where  the  prisoner  is  detained," 
using  the  word  "  officer  "  in  the  same  restricted  sense  in  which 
it  is  used  in  the  preceding  section. 

This  construction  is  made  clear  by  section  43,  8  Bevised 
Statutes  (6th  editton)^  pages  876,  877 ;  chapter  240  of  Laws 
of  1837,  section  1,  which  proTides:  "When  application  shall 
be  made  to  the  supreme  court,  or  to  any  one  of  the  justices 
of  the  supreme  court,  for  a  writ  of  haieas  oorpue  or  certio- 
roH^  pursuant  to  the  second  article  of  title  1,  chapter  9  of  the 
third  part  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  in  cases  where  the  prisoner 
is  confined  in  a  county  other  than  where  such  court  shall  then 
be  held  or  officer  reside,  such  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  and 
such  officer  may,  in  his  discretion,  make  such  writ  returnable 
before  some  other  officer  authorized  to  issue  such  writ  in  the 
county  where  the  prisoner  may  be  confined." 

This  section  recognizes  the  power  of  the  supreme  court,  or 
one  of  its  justices,  to  issue  the  writ  when  the  party  detained 
is  out  of  the  county  in  which  the  application  is  made,  and 
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allows,  either  in  its  or  his  discretion,  to  make  it  returnable  in 
the  county  where  the  detained  is,  before  an  officer  who  is 
there  and  who  is  authorized  to  issue  it.  It  would  certainly, 
at  times,  be  a  great  hardship  if  relief  could  only  be  procured 
in  the  county  where  the  prisoner  was  detained,  either  by 
habeas  corpus  or  certiorari^  for  if  there  be  a  prohibition  it 
applies  to  both ;  and  the  statute  is  not  so  unjust,  for  the  limit- 
ation very  clearly  appUes  neither  to  the  supreme  court  nor 
one  of  its  justices,  who  have  all  the  powers  of  the  late  court 
of  chancery  and  the  chancellor,  but  only  to  "  any  officer  who 
may  be  anthorized  to  perform  the  duties  of  a  juBtice  of  the 
supreme  court,  at  chambers." 

The  view  now  taken  of  the  haieas  corpus  act  is  not  novel 
but  was  adopted  as  long  ago  aa  1847  by  the  late  judge  Isa 
SL^lbbis  {People  ex  rd.  Benthley  agt.  Hamma,^  S  Hov).^  39), 
and  has  been,  I  believe,  generally  adopted  by  the  profession 
as  sound.  A  simple  reference  to  that  case  would  have  been 
sufficient  if  it  had  not  been  said  on  the  argument  that  a  brother 
judge  had  recently  taken  a  diflEerent  view  of  the  law.  With 
this  intimation  I  have  deemed  it  wise  to  review  the  statutes, 
and  the  result  fully  justifies  the  conclusion  of  the  late  learned 
judge  reported  as  above  stated.  Indeed,  there  is  not  even 
plausibility  in  the  objection  when  the  application  is  to  the 
supreme  court  virhile  in  session.  The  entire  argument  in  its 
support  is  based  upon  the  use  of  the  word  ^^ officer"  in  the 
statute ;  and  that  word,  as  there  used,  has  been  shown,  from 
the  language  of  the  act,  was  not  intended  to  embrace  a  justice 
of  the  supreme  court,  and  by  no  possibility  can  that  word 
Include  the  court.  It  is  an  officer  as  such  and  not  a  court 
whose  jurisdiction  is  sought  to  be  impaired ;  and  as  this  par- 
ticular writ  was  allowed  in  open  court  and  made  returnable 
there  it  is  not  in  the  least  obnoxious  to  the  objection  which 
was  urged.  The  point  we  have  considered  must,  therefore, 
be  overruled. 

Second.  Objections  are  also  taken  to  the  form  of  the  peti- 
tion, and  some  of  them  are  fatal. 
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iBt'  The  thirty-ninth  section  of  the  act  (3  R.  8.  [6^  ed.\ 
page  876,  wbdhision  1)  reqniree  the  petition  to  state  ^^  the 
ofiBlcer  or  person  by  whom  he  is  so  oonfined  or  restrained,  and 
the  place  where." 

The  petition  fails,  to  state  the  locality  of  the  confinement 
and  is  defective  in  that  particular.  Though  the  court  or 
judge  which  issued  the  writ  had  the  power  to  make  it  returna- 
ble where  it  was  so  made,  the  fact  of  the  detention  at  Syracuse 
should  have  been  stated  so  that  the  discretion  of  the  court  or 
judge,  as  to  the  place  of  the  return  of  the  writ,  could  have 
been  exercised. 

2d.  The  second  subdivision  of  the  same  section  {ths  S9th 
^  the  &th  edition  of  R.  S.y  a/nd  2&th  of  old  edition)  requires 
the  petition  to  state  ^'  that  such  prisoner  is  not  committed  or 
detained  by  virtue  of  any  process,  judgment,  decree  or  judg* 
ment  specified  in  the  preceding  twentynsecond  section." 

The  twenty-second,  which  exempts  certain  persons  from 
the  benefit'of  the  habeas  corpus  act,  is  too  well  known  to  be 
quoted.  The  petition  does  not  show  James  Smith  to  be  with- 
out the  exception.  It  is  true  that  a  cause  of  detention  is 
specified,  but  a  detention  for  one  of  the  causes  specified  in 
such  twenty-second  section  is  not  negatived|  and  that  should 
be  affirmatively  done  as  the  provision  just  quoted  plainly 
requires. 

For  the  two  reasons  just  stated  the  writ  of  habeae  eorpue 
should  be  quashed  and  the  motion  to  punish  for  contempt 
denied.  No  costs,  however,  will  be  allowed  as  the  writ  was 
not  obeyed  by  the  production  of  the  body  o{  Smith. 
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NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

The  Phenix  Insttbaitcb  CoMPAmr,  plaintifi  and  respondent, 
agt.  Simeon  E.  Chtjboh,  defendant  and  appellant. 

PromuBory  note — Bma  flde  holder — What  eoruUhUes  an  indorsee  of  nego- 
tiable paper  a  holder  for  wUue  $o  as  to  eccclude  the  equities  of  antecedent 
parties. 

To  constitute  an  indoreee  of  negotiable  paper  a  holder  for  yalue  so  as  to 
exclude  the  equities  of  antecedent  parties  he  must  have  relinquished 
some  right,  incurred  some  responsibility  or  parted  with  value  upon  the 
credit  of  the  paper  at  the  time  of  the  transfer. 

If  the  indorsee,  at  the  time  of  receiving  a  diverted  note,  surrenders  a  past- 
due  check  held  by  him  and  made  by  the  person  delivering  such  diverted 
note  he  becomes  a  bona  flde  holder  for  value  and  is  entitled  to  recover, 
and  this  whether  the  surrendered  note  be  not  due  or  overdue. 

The  rule,  however,  is  technical  and  is  not  to  be  extended  to  a  bank  check 
surrendered  under  similar  circumstances. 

The  distinction  consists  in  this,  that  the  note  is  given  as  the  representative 
of  the  debt  while  the  check  is  not  Nor  is  it  even  a  security  for  it;  it  is 
taken  in  place  of  money.  Its  delivery  amounts  to  a  representation  by 
the  drawer  that  there  are  funds  in  the  bank  upon  which  it  is  drawn 
BufElcient  to  meet  it,  and  if  the  representation  proves  untrue  the  check 
is  a  false  token  and  does  not,  in  any  sense,  pay  or  discharge  the  debt. 

The  courts  of  this  state  will  not  take  judicial  notice  that  the  law  of  another 
state  differs  from  our  own. 

Hie  various  cases  reviewed  {See  same  ease,  reported  vol,  66,  pp,  %9,  498). 

Decided  May  81, 1880. 

Bbown,  Papk  &  Co.,  who  were  insnrance  brokers  in  Boston, 
collected  premiums  of  insurance  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  being 
pressed  for  payment  by  one  Fonnce,  tlieir  general  agent  at 
Boston,  gave  him  their  check  for  the  amount  due.  Payment 
of  the  check  was  upon  presentation  at  the  bank  refused. 
Being  urged  by  Founce  for  payment  of  the  check  Brown, 
Pape  &  Go.,  the  drawers  thereof,  gave  the  note  in  suit  to  him 
for  the  plaintifb,  representing  at  the  tiiAe  that  it  was  a  good 
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note ;  Founce,  as  the  plaintiffs  agent,  thereupon  surrendered 
to  them  their  dishonored  bank  check. 

It  subsequently  transpired  that  the  note  in  suit  had  been 
given  to  one  Worcester  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  that  Wor- 
cester had  diverted  it  by  loaning  it  to  Brown,  Pape  &  Co. 

The  right  of  the  plaintifiEs  to  recover  depended,  therefore, 
upon  the  question  whether  under  the  circumstances  they 
became  lona  fde  holders  of  the  note  in  suit  so  as  to  shut  out, 
as  against  the  maker,  the  equitable  defense  that  the  note  had 
been  diverted.  The  New  York  marine  court,  at  trial  term, 
held  that  the  plaintiffs  were  hona  fide  holders  of  the  note  and 
awarded  them  judgment  for  $593  and  costs.  The  general 
term  of  that  court,  upon  appeal,  reversed  the  judgment. 
Upon  a  further  appeal  the  New  York  common  pleas  affirmed 
the  general  term  of  the  marine  court  (*^  56  How,  Pr..,  29), 
and  upon  a  reargument  subsequently  ordered,  decided  the 
other  way  {Id,yp.  493). 

The  defendant  thereupon  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

8.  E.  Chv/rch^  for  appellant. 

Q.  TiUotsony  for  respondent. 

Ain)BEws,  J. —  The  fact  th^t  Founce  took  the  note  in  ques- 
tion in  nominal  payment  of  the  debt  of  Brown,  Pape  & 
Co.  did  not  constitute  him  a  holder  for  value,  so  as  to  shut 
out  the  defense  that  the  note  had  been  wrongfully  diverted 
by  the  payee  from  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  made.  It  is 
the  settled  law  of  this  state  that  prior  equities  of  antecedent 
parties  to  negotiable  paper  transferred  in  fraud  of  their  rights, 
will  prevail  against  an  endorsee  who  has  received  it  merely 
in  nominal  payment  of  a  precedent  debt,  there  being  no  evi- 
dence of  an  intention  to  receive  the  paper  in  absolute 
discharge  and  satisfaction  beyond  what  may  be  inferred  from 
the  ordinary  transaction  of  accepting  or  receipting  it  in  pay- 
ment or  crediting  it  on  account.    The  law  regards  the  payment 
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under  Buch  circnmBtances  as  conditdonal  only,  and  the  right 
of  the  creditor  to  proceed  npon  the  ori|2:inal  indebtedness, 
after  the  maturity  of  the  paper,  is  unimpaired  {Rosa  agt. 
Brotheriony  10  Wend.^  85;  Payne  agt.  Cutler^  18  id,y  606; 
Stalker  agt.  McDonald^  6  HiU^  93 ;  Lawrence  agt.  Clarkj  36 
N.  y.,  128 ;  Wean>er  agt.  Ba/rd&n^  49  irf.,  286  ^  Mo&re  agt. 
jBy(/<?r,  66  xV.  Z.,  438 ;  P<?«8  agt.  Myere,  74  irf.,  594).  If, 
therefore,  the  claim  that  Founee,  or  the  insurance  company, 
his  assignee,  which  has  succeeded  to  his  rights  merely,,  can 
recover  upon  the  note,  in  this  action,  notwithstanding  the 
defense  which  it  is  conceded  existed  to  the  note  in  the  hands 
of  the  prior  holders  and  indorsees,  rests  solely  upon  the  fact 
that  it  was  received  by  Founee  in  payment  of  the  debt  of 
Brown,  Pape  &  Co.  it  is  clear  from  the  authorities  cited  that  * 
it  cannot  be  sustained.  But  the  plaintifE  relies  upon  another 
circumstance  to  sustain  the  position  that  it  is  a  holder  for 
value.  The  original  indebtedness  of  Brown,.  Pape  &  Co.  to 
Founee  was  f  dr  premiums  on  insurance  collected  by  the  firm 
and  for  which  the  firm  was. accountable  to  him. 

In  January,  1876,  Brown,  Pape  &  Co.  gave  to  Founee  their 
check  on  a  bank,  in  ordinaiy  form,  in  settlement  of  the  balance 
then  due  to  him.  The  check,  on  presentation,  was  dishonored 
for  want  of  funds  of  the  drawer  to  meet  it,  and  it  was  pre- 
sented to  the  bank  for  payment  on  several  subsequent  occa- 
sions but  was  not  paid,  and  it  is  found  that  the  firm  neither  at 
the  time  the  check  was  drawn  or  at  any  subsequent  time  had 
funds  in  bank  out  of  which  the  check  could  have  been  paid, 
and  the  court,  upon  this  evidence,  further  found  that  the 
check  was  worthless.  Founee  held  the  check  until  March, 
when  Brown,  Pape  &  Co.,  who  in  the  meantime  had  received 
the  note  in  question  from  the  payee,  indorsed  it  over  to 
Founee  in  part  payment  of  the  debt  of  the  firm  and  he,  at  the 
time  of  the  transfer,  delivered  to  Brown,  Pape  &  Co.  their 
unpaid  check. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  delivering  up  of  the  check  upon  receiv- 
ing the  note  constituted  Founee  a  holder  for  value  of  the  note. 
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discharged  of  the  equities  of  the  maker.  Since  the  case  of 
Coddmgtan  agt  Bay  (20  J.  B.,  637)  it  has  been  the  estab- 
lished role  of  the  law  in  this  state  that  to  constitute  an  indorsee 
of  negotiable  paper  a  holder  for  valne  so  as  to  exclude  the 
equities  of  antecedent  parties  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  trans- 
fer should  be  valid  as  between  the  indorser  and  indorsee,  but, 
in  addition,  the  latter  must  have  relinquished  some  right, 
incurred  some  responsibility  or  parted  with  value  upon  the 
credit  of  the  paper  at  the  time  of  the  transfer.  In  exact 
accordance  with  this  principle  and  upon  grounds  which  are 
entirely  obvious  and  satisfactoiy,  it  hjw  been  frequently  held 
that  when  a  ci'editor  takes  from  his  debtor  the  note  of  a  third 
person,  before  maturity,  in  good  faith  in  payment  of,  or  as  col- 
lateral security  for,  the  debt,  and  in  consideration  thereof  gives 
up  collateral  securities  held  therefor,  he  thereby,  to  the  extent 
of  the  collaterals  surrendered,  becomes  a  holder  for  value  of 
the  paper  and  takes  it  free  from  the  defenses  of  antecedent 
parties  {Bank  of  SaUfta  agt.  BcAoodk^  21  Wend.,  499  ;  Essex 
Co.  Bomk  agt  Bussell^  29  Jf.  J".,  678;  Park  BwnJc  agt 
Watson,  42  id.,  490 ;  Chrysler  agt.  Revois,  48  id.,  209).  The 
question  whether  the  surrender  by  a  creditor  to  a  debtor  of 
tibie  debtor's  own  note  on  taking  the  negotiable  note  of  a  third 
person  is  a  parting  with  value  within  the  rule  in  Coddmgton 
agt.  Bay,  and  the  subsequent  cases  firet  arose  in  this  court  hi 
Y(hmgs  dk  amo.  agt.  Lee  (12  N.  Y.^  561)  where  the  plaintiffs 
surrendered  to  their  debtors,  on  receiving  their  note  indorsed 
by  the  defendant,  a  prior  note  of  the  debtors  given  for  mer- 
chandise sold  by  the  plaintiff.  It  was  held  that  the  surrender 
of  the  prior  note  constituted  the  plaintifib  holders  for  value  of 
the  note  in  suit  to  the  amount  of  the  note  surrendered,  and 
entitled  them  to  recover  against  the  indorser  notwithstanding 
the  delivery  of  the  note  to  them  was  a  diversion  of  it  by  the 
maker  from  the  purpose  for  which  it  had  been  indorsed,  the 
plaintiffs  having  received  it,  without  notice  of  the  diversion ; 
the  note  surrendered  was  not  due,  and  this  fact  is  adverted  to 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  but  that  circumstance  was  not  the 
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ground  upon  which  the  decision  proceeded,  as  we  shall  here- 
after show.  In  Day  agt.  Sanmders  (1  Albot^e  Court  of 
Appeals  Deoa.j  495)  the  plaintiff,  on  receiving  the  debtor's 
note  indorsed  by  the  defendant,  which  was  a  diversion  from 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  indorsed,  snrrendered  fonr  notes 
of  the  debtors,  two  of  which  were  dne  and  two  not  due,  and 
the  court  held  that  the  plaintifE  was  a  holder  for  value  and 
said  that  there  was  no  distinction  in  principle  between 
the  case  of  a  surrender  of  notes  not  due  and  of  notes  due, 
and  they  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  founded 
upon  this  distinction,  holding  that  the  plaintifi  was  a 
holder  for  value  of  the  note  in  suit,  to  the  full  amount  of 
the  notes  surrendered.  The  question  again  arose  in  Brovm 
agt  LeamU  (31  N.  Y.y  118),  which  was  an  action  against  the 
maker  of  a  promissory  note,  payable  to  the  order  of  Zebley  & 
Co.,  and  indorsed  by  them  to  th^  plaintifPs  testator  in  part 
payment  of  their  note  held  by  him  which  he  surrendered  on 
receiving  the  note  upon  which  the  suit  was  brought,  and  other 
notes  and  a  balance  in  money.  The  defense  alleged  was  fraud 
on  the  part  of  Zebley  &  Co.  in  obtaining  the  note,  but  it  was 
not  claimed  that  the  indorsee  had  notice  of  the  fraud  when 
he  received  it.  The  evidence  to  show  the  alleged  fraud  was 
excluded  on  the  trial  and  the  plaintiff  recovered.  This  court 
affirmed  the  judgment,  Davis,  J.,  saying :  ^  In  this  state  it  is 
settled  by  abundant  authority  that  this  transaction  constituted 
the  plaintiff's  testator  a  holder  for  value  of  the  note  in  qiies* 
tion.  A  further  discussion  of  the  question  might  lead  to  a 
suspicion  that  the  law  was  in  doubt  on  this  point."  In  Pratt 
agt.  Coman  (37  N.  y.,  440)  the  court  again  held  that  the 
surrender  to  a  party  of  his  own  n^otiable  note  past  due,  and 
taking  in  lieu  thereof  the  negotiable  note  of  a  third  person, 
indorsed  by  the  debtor,  was  a  sufficient  parting  with  value  to 
constitute  the  indorsee  a  holder  for  value  of  the  latter  note. 
The  counsel  for  the  defendant,  as  appears  from  his  printed 
points,  sought  to  distinguish  the  case  from  Brovm  agt.  Leamttj 
on  the  ground  that  in  that  case  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plain- 
VoL.  LIX       88 
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tiff  on  surrendering  the  note  had  any  remedy  on  the  original 
indebtedness  for  which  it  was  given,  while  in  PraU  agt. 
Coma/n  the  note  surrendered  was  given  for  money  loaned  by 
the  plaintifE  to  Agnew,  and  that  although  the  plaintiff  had 
surrendered  the  notes  he  could  still  recover  on  the  original 
consideration.  The  proposition  that  Pratt's  right  of  action  to 
recover  the  money  loaned  was  not  taken  away  by  the  sur- 
render of  the  notes  is  supported  by  authority  {HiU  agt.  Beebe^ 
13  N,  y.,  656),  but  the  court  in  deciding  the  case  disregarded 
the  circumstance  relied  upon  by  counsel  to  distinguish  it  from 
Brown  agt.  LeamU.  In  Paddon  agt.  Taylor  (44  N.  T.j 
871)  it  was  held  that  the  defendant,  who  had  received  a  ware- 
house receipt  for  property  fraudulently  obtained  from  the 
plaintiff  in  consideration  of  the' surrender  to  the  fraudulent 
vendee,  who  was  insolvent,  of  his  note  past  due,  given  for 
money  loaned  him  by  the  defendant,  was  a  purchaser  for 
value.  In  Clotlier  agt.  Adriance  (51  N.  7*.,  822)  one  Ben- 
nett had  purchased  mowing  machines  of  the  defendants  on 
credit,  and  on  settling  his  account  gave  his  notes  to  the 
defendants  for  the  purchase-money,  and  also  assigned  to  them, 
as  collateral  security,  a  mortgage,  a  life  insurance  policy  of 
the  value  of  forty-six  dollars  and  fifty-eight  cents,  and  notes 
purporting  to  be  made  by  a  third  party.  The  mortgage  and 
the  notes  assigned  as  collateral  turned  out  to  be  fictitious 
and  fraudulent.  Afterwards  Bennett,  by  fraud,  procured  the 
plaintiff  to  indorse  his  notes  and  turned  them  out  to  the 
defendants  in  payment  of  his  notes  given  on  the  purchase  of 
the  machines,  and  they,  in  consideration  thereof,  surrendered 
to  Bennett  his  original  notes  and  the  collaterals.  The  court 
held  that  the  defendants  were  holders  for  value  of  the  notes 
indorsed  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  surrender  of  the 
original  notes  of  Bennett.  Hunt,  Comr.,  said :  "As  the  sur- 
render of  the  notes  of  Bennett  forms  a  sufficient  consideration 
under  our  authorities,  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  effect 
of  the  surrender  of  the  other  instruments,"  citing  Brown  agt. 
Leomttj  PraU  agt.  Comom^  Day  agt.  Saunders  and  Paddon 
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agt.  Taylor.  In  MeGhcmica^  and  Trader^  Bamk  agt.  Crcyuo 
(60  N,  T,y  85)  the  cases  of  Brown  agt.  ZeairiU  and  Pratt  agt. 
Coman  were  cited  with  approval ;  bnt  the  note  surrendered 
in  that  case  was  indorsed  bj  a  third  person. 

In  view  of  this  long  line  of  authorities,  it  must  be  regarded 
as  the  settled  doctrine  in  this  State  that  the  surrender  by  a 
creditor  of  the  past  due  notes  of  a  debtor  upon  receiving  from 
him  in  good  faith,  before  maturity,  the  note  of  a  third  person 
in  place  of  the  note  surrendered,  constitutes  the  creditor  a 
holder  for  value  of  the  note  thus  taken  and  protects  him 
against  the  defenses  and  equities  of  the  antecedent  parties, 
and  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  note  surrendered  was 
given  to  the  creditor  for  goods  sold  or  money  loaned  under 
circumstances  which  would  leave  the  original  debt  represented 
by  the  note  in  existence  enforcible  against  the  debtor,  or 
whether  by  surrendering  the  note  the  creditor  parted  with 
his  entire  right  of  action. 

The  principle  upon  which  Yowr^gs  agt.  Lee  and  the  subse- 
quent cases  rest  is,  that  the  surrender  of  the  debtor's  note  is 
an  extinguishment  of  security  surrendered,  and  that  such 
extinguishment  is  a  parting  with  value  within  the  principle 
of  Coddmgton  agt.  Bay.  In  Youmge  agt.  Lee  the  court  say: 
"  In  the  case  before  us  the  note  was  received  in  extinguish- 
ment of  a  demand  upon  a  note  not  yet  due  and  the  note  was 
delivered  up.  The  surrender,  upon  a  consideration,  of  a  secu- 
rity not  due  extinguishes  the  security."  And  in  Pratt  agt. 
Comam,y  Mason,  J.,  says :  "  If,  however,  it  (the  giving  up  of 
the  note)  did  not  discharge  the  pre-existing  debt,  it  certainly 
operated  to  cancel  the  negotiable  paper  of  the  plaintiff ;  and 
this,  as  I  understand  the  law,  is  a  sufficient  parting  with  value 
to  constitute  the  plaintifE  a  bona  fide  holder  of  this  note." 

The  surrender  of  a  prior  note  to  the  maker  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  cases  cited,  is  unequivocal  evidence  of  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  parties  to  the  transaction  to  extin- 
guish the  note  surrendered,  and  is  equivalent  to  an  express 
agreement  to  that  effect.    That  the  actual  extinguishment  and 
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discharge  of  a  prior  debt  upon  the  transfer  of  a  note  of  a  third 
person  by  the  debtor  to  the  creditor  is  a  parting  with  value 
by  the  former  was  held  in  Ba/nJc  of  St.  Alhcma  agt  GiUUand 
(23  Wend.y  811),  and  Bank  of  Sandusky  agt  SoaviUe  (24  id., 
115).  If  these  cases  are  in  any  respect  inconsistent  witli  prior 
or  subsequent  decisions  of  the  court,  the  inconsistency  is  to  be 
found  in  the  conclusion  that  the  prior  debts  were  extinguished 
by  the  transactions  in  these  cases,  which  it  may  be  tiiought 
was  readied  upon  evidence  which,  if  the  dealings  had  been 
between  individuals,  would  not,  according  to  some  of  the 
other  cases,  have  been  sufficient  to  establish  an  extinguish- 
ment But  it  may  well  be  that,  by  common  understanding 
and  usage,  when  a  note  is  discounted  by  a  bank  to  take  a  prior 
note  held  by  the  bank  against  the  party  procuring  the  dis- 
count, and  the  avails  are  credited  to  him,  the  transaction  is  to 
be  regarded  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  prior  note,  although  it 
may  not  be  actually  surrendered  {Slaymaker  agt.  Oundackers^ 
JSor.,  10  S.  cfe  R.y  75 ;  Bank  of  U.  S.  agt.  Danidy  12  Peters' 
II.J  34 ;  JVbte  to  Ctmiber  agt.  W(»vej  1  Smithes  Zeadmg  CaseSy 
458).  While,  therefore,  we  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  disturb 
the  rule  established  by  Yowryg%  agt.  Lee^  and  the  subsequent 
cases,  it  is  quite  manifest  that  the  reason  upon  which  they 
proceed  is  rather  technical  than  substantial.  There  seems  to 
be  but  little  ground  for  holding  that  the  surrender  by  a  cred- 
itor of  a  past  due  note  of  a  debtor,  especially  when  his  remedy 
upon  the  original  debt  remains,  is  a  parting  with  value  within 
the  principle  of  Coddington  agt  Bay^  and  we  are  not  dia- 
posed  to  carry  the  rule  established  upon  this  subject  further 
than  has  already  been  done.  If  we  adhere  to  the  reason  of 
the  rule  in  Coddington  agt  Bay^  which,  as  stated  by  Wood* 
WORTH,  J.,  is,  ^^that  the  innocent  holder  having  incurred  loss 
by  giving  credit  to  the  paper,  and  having  paid  a  fair  equiva- 
lent, is  entitled  to  protection,"  Younge  agt  Lee^  and  kindred 
cases,  should  not  be  extended.  In  this  case  it  is  claimed  that 
the  surrender  of  the  check  of  Brown,  Pape  &  Go.  was  the 
same  as  the  surrender  of  the  debtor's  note  of  the  cases  cited. 


f 
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We  are  of  opinion  that  the  cases  are  distinguishable.  The 
check  was  not  given  to  represent  the  debt.  It  was  not  taken 
or  intended  as  a  security  for  the  debt.  It  was  a  false  token 
taken  hj  Founce  in  place  of  money.  BroWn,  Pape  &  Co.,  by 
drawing  and  delivering  the  check,  represented  to  Founce  that- 
they  had  funds  in  the  bank  upon  which  it  was  drawn,  out  of 
which,  on  presentation,  it  would  be  paid.  They  had  no  funds. 
The  representation  was  false,  and  the  bank  refused  to  pay  the 
check  on  presentation.  It  was  not  a  payment  of  the  debt  to 
Founce  any  more  than  the  turning  out  to  him  of  worthless 
bank  bills  on  a  broken  bank  would  be  payment,  and  returning 
the  check  to  the  drawers  was  a  surrender  of  nothing  of  value. 
It  is  true  that  an  action  on  the  check  against  the  drawers 
might  have  been  maintained  by  Founce ;  but  they  were  at  all 
times  liable  to  him  for  the  debt.  It  is  said  that  the  check 
operated  as  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  and  that  Founce 
having  given  it  up  would  be  compelled,  if  now  obliged  to 
seek  his  remedy  against  Brown,  Pape  &  Oo.,  to  bring  his 
action  on  the  account,  in  maintaining  which  he  would,  or 
might,  meet  with  difficulties  which  he  would  not  encounter  if 
he  had  retained  the  check*  We  are  of  opinion  that  this  is 
quite  too  slight  a  circumstance  upon  which  to  found  a  judg- 
ment that  Founce  was  a  holder  for  value  of  the  note  in  suit. 
There  is  no  legal  presumption  that  it  would  be  more  difficult 
to  prove  a  claim  upon  an  account  than  upon  a  check ;  cer* 
tainly  no  such  presumption  can  arise  upon  the  circumstanceB 
of  this  case. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained. 
It  is  conceded  that  Brown,  Pape  &  Oo.  were  not  holders  for 
value  of  the  note,  according  to  the  laws  of  this  state.  Founce 
did  not  become  such  holder  on  the  transfer  of  the  note  to  him. 

The  plaintiff  stands  in  no  better  position,  having  simply 
succeeded  to  his  rights. 

The  point  is  suggested,  on  the  brief  of  counsel,  that  the 
note  having  been  transferred  to  the  plamtiff  in  Massachusetts, 
the  transaction  is  governed  by  the  law  of  that  state,  which  it 
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it  is  Bald  is  different  from  the  law  of  New  York  upon  the 
point  we  have  considered.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
point  was  not  raised  on  the  trial,  and  no  proof  was  given  as 
to  the  law  of  Massachnsetts  upon  the  question  before  us. 

We  cannot  take  judicial  notice  that  the  law  of  another  state 
differs  from  our  own  {McBride  agt.  Ths  Farmer^  BanJc^  26 
N.  Y.J  450 ;  Levcmworih  agt.  Brochwayj  2  nUl^  201.) 

The  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  reversing  the  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  marine 
court,  should  be  reversed  and  the  order  of  that  court  affirmed. 

All  concur. 

NoTB. —  The  court  holds  that  if  a  note  instead  of  a  check  had  been  sur- 
rendered, the  plaintiffs,  under  the  adjudged  cases,  would  have  become  bona 
fide  holders  of  the  note  in  suit,  and  as  such  entitled  to  recover.  It  may  be 
difficult  to  recognize  the  practical  distinction  between  a  demand  note  and 
a  sight  draft  or  check  drawn  by  and  delivered  to  the  same  persons  upon 
the  same  identical  consideration. 

The  holder  of  either  may  sue  upon  the  original  cause  of  action,  upon 
surrendering  the  demand  note  or  sight  draft  upon  the  lirial.  The  court, 
however,  draws  a  marked  distinction  between  the  two  cases.  It  hoKlB 
that  while  a  note  is  given  as  a  representative  of  the  debt,  a  bank  check  is 
given  in  lieu  of  money  ;  that  the  giving  of  a  check  amoimts  in  law  to  a 
representation  that  there  are  funds  on  deposit  to  meet  it,  and  that  if  this 
representation  is  untrue,  the  check  is  a  false  token  and  in  no  sense 
payment. 

This  may  be  true ;  but  is  the  innocent  holder  bound  so  to  regard  it?    May 

he  not  elect  to  treat  it  as  a  payment  of  the  debt  in  the  same  manner  as  he 

*  might  have  treated  the  debtor's  demand  note  imder  like  circumstances  ? 

Could  he  not  sue  upon  it,  and  use  it  like  a  note  as  evidence  of  the  debt  ? 

The  court  says  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  previous  cases  depends  upon 
a  technical  rather  than  a  substantial  basis,  and  that  it  should  not  be 
extended;  but  is  not  the  distinction  adopted  fully  as  technical  as  the  rule 
itself  ?  If  the  rule  is  unsound  or  unjust  it  ought  to  be  overthrown,  and 
one  more  consonant  with  Justice  declared. 

Instead  of  overruling  the  technicality  it  is  by  this  case  divided  and 
refined    [Ed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
William  S.  Paixtb,  as  receiver,  agt.  Pkteb  0.  Baentjm  et  al. 

8cmng»  bankt  — perdonal  Uab&ity  cf  trtuiees  far  aUeged  breach^  cf  duty 
toith  reipect  to  loans  amd  digposUion  qf  the  moneys  of  the  bank — Legal 
repreeerUoMw  of  a  deceaeed  trustee  proper  party  —  Parties  to  whom  the 
loans  are  charged  to  haw  been  made  need  not  he  joined  as  dtfendants — 
Oomplaini — Demurrer. 

Where  a  loan  is  made  by  a  sayings  bank  to  three  persons  of  $20,000, 
$15,000  and  $16,000,  respectively,  upon  a  promissory  note  by  each  for 
the  amount  he  received,  with  collateral  security  of  promissory  notes 
of  a  foreign  corporation,  which  notes  are  secured  by  trust  deeds  of 
such  corporation  upon  unimproved  vacant  lots  without  the  state,  not 
worth  over  $10,000 ;  and  where  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  bank  at  the 
time  of  the  loan  was  a  large  stockholder  in  said  cori>oration,  and  the 
loans  were  intended  to  be  and  were  in  fact  loans  to  the  corporation  ; 
snch  facts  being  known  to  the  trustees  of  the  bank,  or  could  with 
reasonable  diligence  have  been  learned  by  them  ;  and  where  the  loans 
were  intended  to  be  to  said  trustee,  and  were  made  because  of  his 
interest  in  the  corporation,  and  th(B  loans  were  in  fact  loans  upon  the 
security  of  the  lots  : 

Eeld,  that,  under  the  laws  of  this  state  affecting  savings  banks,  such 
transaction  is  unauthorized  and  illegal,  and  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint 
alleging  these  facts,  in  an  action  to  hold  the  trustees  personally  liable, 
will  not  be  sustained. 

EM,  further,  that  the  persons  to  whom  the  loans  are  charged  to  have 
been  made  are  not  necessary  parties  defendant 

Edd,  also,  that  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  trustee 
are  properly  joined  with  the  surviving  trustee. 

Special  Terrn^  Augvst^  1880. 

This  is  an  action  bronght  by  the  plaintiff  as  receiver  of  the 
Bond  Street  Savings  Bank,  a  bank  incorporated  nnder  the 
laws  of  New  York,  against  the  surviving  trustees  of  the  bank, 
with  whom  is  joined  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  John 
R.  Willetts,  deceased,  who  was,  in  his  lifetime,  a  trustee  with 
the  other  defendants. 
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The  trustees  are  sought  to  be  held  personaQy  liable  for 
alleged  breaches  of  duty,  with  respect  to  loans  and  disposition 
of  the  moneys  of  the  bank,  which  are  claimed  to  ha ve^  been 
unauthorized  and  illegal  under  the  law  and  charter  of  the 
bank. 

The  plaintiff  also  alleges  in  his  complaint  that  the  loans 
were  acts  of  gross  negligence,  and  that  the  makers  thereof 
were  wanting  in  that  care  and  diligence  which  a  man  of  ordi 
nary  prudence  uses  in  and  about  his  own  affairs,  and  which 
the  trustees  of  savings  banks  are  bound  to  use  in  the  affairs 
of  their  trust,  and  which  is  required  of  them  by  law. 

The  defendants,  the  executors,  &c.,  of  Eobert  B.  Willetts, 
and  Sinclair  Toucey,  demur  to  the  complaint,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action. 

The  executors  of  WiUetts  also  demur  upon  the  ground  that 
there  is  a  defect  of  parties  defendant  in  the  omission  of  the 
persons  as  defendants  to  whom  the  loans  are  charged  to  have 
been  made,  and  also  for  that  several  causes  of  action  have  been 
improperly  united  in  the  complaint,  viz. :  a  several  cause  of 
action  arising  out  of  the  alleged  acts,  loans  and  investments 
complained  of  against  the  executors  of  Bobert  K.  Willetts, 
deceased,  and  a  joint  cause  of  action  against  all  the  defend- 
ants sued  as  trustees,  and  not  as  representatives  of  trustees. 

WiUon  M.  PoweU^  for  defendants  Willetts.  Arthwr  O. 
Sedfftoick  and  K  Bandolph  Bobmsony  of  counsel. 

# 

Elihu  Rooty  of  counsel  for  defendant  Toucey,  for  demurrer. 

BaHow  <&  Olnetfy  for  plaintiff,  and  FranoU  C.  BarloWy  of 
counsel,  opposed. 

Van  Yobst,  J.  —  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  savings 
bank,  on  the  20th  day  of  October,  1870,  loaned  on  caU  to 
Emery  Child  $20,000,  to  Leverett  W.  Murray  $16,000  and 
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to  Henry  E.  Seelye  $15,000 ;  in  all  $60,000.  That  the  loans 
were  made  to  these  persons  upon  their  promissory  notes,  each 
for  the  amonnt  specified,  payable  on  demand  and  bearing 
interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annnm ;  -that  at  the 
time  of  the  loans  these  persons,  respectively,  gave  to  the  sav- 
ings bank,  as  coUateral  security  therefor,  each  a  promissory 
note  of  the  Biverside  Improvement  Company,  an  Illinois 
corporation,  for  the  amonnt  of  the  moneys  loaned  them, 
respectively,  and  which  collateral  notes  were  secured  by  trust 
deeds,  executed  by  the  improvement  company  and  conveying 
land  belonging  to  the  corporation  situated  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  the  city  of  Chicago,  in  the  state  of  Illinois ;  that  the 
notes  of  the  improvement  company  were  severally  dated  on 
the  20th  day  of  October,  18^0,  and  payable  in  three  years 
from  their  respective  dates,  and  each  was  made  payable  to  the 
order  of  one  of  the  three  persons  above-named,  who  gave  it 
as  security  to  the  savings  bank ;  that  each  of  the  borrowers, 
at  the  time  of  the  borrowing,  gave  to  the  bank  an  instrument 
in  writing  authorizing  the  sale  of  the  collaterals  given  for  the 
loans,  respectively,  upon  default  being  made  in  the  payment 
of  the  loans,  respectively,  at  private  or  public  sale;  that 
Childs  was  at  the  time  the  president,  Murray  the  secretary 
and  Seelye  the  treasurer  of  the  improvement  company. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  lots  covered  by  each  of  the 
trust  deeds  were  not  fairly  and  reasonably  worth,  at  the  time 
of  the  loans,  double  the  amount  for  the  security  of  which  the 
trust  deed  was  given,  or  double  the  amoitnt  loaned  by  the  bank 
upon  the  security  of  each  note  and  the  accompanying  trust 
deed.  That  the  lots  covered  by  the  trust  deeds  were,  at  the 
time  of  the  loans,  vacant  lots,  unbuilt  upon  and  unimproved, 
and  yielding  no  income  or  rent,  and  incapable  of  yielding  any 
income  or  rent,  and  were  not  productive ;  that  all  of  the  lots 
were  merely  the  prairie  in  its  natural  condition,  and  were  not 
laid  out  by  streets  or  otherwise ;  that  they  had  no  present  or. 
actual  value  other  than  the  value  of  wild,  unimproved  prairie 
land  at  a  distance  of  twelve  noiles  from  Chicago,  any  other 
Vol.  LIX       89 
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Talne  being  purely  specnlative  and  depending  on  the  snocess 
of  a  building  speculation ;  that  the  aggregate  value  of  all  the 
lots  at  the  time  did  not  exceed  $10,000,  and  that  they  were 
not  now  worth  |&;000 ;  that  the  defendant  David  S.  Duns- 
comb,  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  loan, 
was  a  large  stockholder  in  the  Riverside  Improvement  Com- 
pany and  had  a  pecuniary  interest  and  ownership  in  its 
property  and  affairs,  and  that  the  loans  were  intended  to  be, 
and  were  in  fact,  loans  to  the  company  and  not  to  the  nom- 
inal borrowers ;  and  that  all  the  facts  above  stated  were  at  the 
time  known  to  the  trustees  and  ofScers  of  the  bank,  and  to  such 
of  these  defendants  as  were  such  trustees  or  officer^^  who  are 
now  represented  by  the  defendants  sued  in  a  representative 
capacity,  or  could  have  been  learned  by  them  with  reasonable 
care,  skill  and  diligence  and  attention  to  their  duties ;  and 
that  the  loans  were  intended  by  those  who  made  them  to  be 
loans  to  and  a  using  by  Dunscomb  or  for  his  benefit,  and  were 
made  because  of  his  interest  in  the  company. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  taking  of  the  notes  of  the 
borrowers  was  intended  to  be,  and  was,  a  mere  device  to  make 
it  appear  that  the  loans  were  not  made  upon  the  security  of 
the  lots,  but  that  Childs,  Murray  and  Seelye  were  not  persons 
of  such  pecuniary  responsibility  as  that  the  loans  would  have 
been  made  to  them  except  for  the  security  of  the  trust  deeds, 
and  that  the  loans  were,  in  effect,  loans  upon  the  security  of 
the  Illinois  lots ;  that  Childs,  Murray  and  Seelye  were  all  resi- 
dents of  Chicago,  in  the  state  of  Illinois. 

Under  the  statutes  affecting  this  savings  bank  and  the 
trustees  thereof,  the  transactions  above  referred  to  cannot  be 
justified.  A  brief  reference  to  some  of  the  statutory  and 
charter  provisions  will,  I  am  sure,  make  this  result  reasonably 
clear. 

By  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  under  which  the  bank  was 
chartered  {Laws  of  1860,  chap.  280,  as  amended  ly  chap.  408 
of  ike  Laws  of  1866),  it  is  provided  that  no  loan  on  bond  and 
mortgage  should  be  made  except  upon  productive  property 
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worth  double  the  amount  to  be  Becnred  thereon ;  and  by  the 
sixth  section  of  chapter  257  of  the  Laws  of  1853,  savings 
banks  are  prohibited  from  loaning  their  fnnds  upon  notes, 
bills  or  any  other  personal  security  whatever.  By  the  provi- 
sions of  chapter  845  of  the  Laws  of  1868,  trastees  of  savings 
banks  are  prohibited  from  loaning  moneys  on  the  security  of 
lands  situated  without  this  state.  The  transaction  in  question 
was  a  transgression  of  the  above-mentioned  statutory  provi- 
sions, and  in  so  far  as  the  trustee  Dunscomb  was  interested 
personally  in  the  loans  it  was  a  breach  of  the  sixth  section  of 
chapter  280  of  the  Laws  of  1860,  which  provides  "  that  no 
trustee  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  borrow  shj  of  the  funds 
of  the  bank,  or  in  any  manner  use  the  same  except  to  pay 
necessary  current  expenses." 

Beyond  the  authority  and  powers  expressly  conferred  by 
the  statutes  and  charter,  and  such  as  is  necessarily  implied, 
with  respect  to  loaning  or  employing  the  moneys  of  the  bank, 
tiie  trustees  could  not  legaUy  advance.  These  constitute  the 
reasonable  limits  which  circumscribe  their  action. 

If  this  transaction  be  regarded  either  as  a  loan  on  the  notes 
of  the  individuals,  Childs,  Murray  and  Seelye,  who  were  the 
officers  of  the  improvement  company,  or  on  those  of  the  com- 
pany itself,  or  as  a  loan  upon  the  security  of  the  land,  which 
was  not  productive  property  or  worth  double  the  amount 
advanced,  and  which  was  situated  without  this  state,  or  as  a 
loan,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  trustee  Dunscomb,  in  na 
view  can  the  transaction  be  pronounced  a  legal  or  proper 
exercise  of  power  by  the  bank,  its  officers  and  trustees.  But 
it  is  urged,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  that  the  provisions  of 
the  charter  and  statutes  apply  only  to  permanent  investment 
of  the  moneys  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  investment  in  ques- 
tion was  within  the  powers  conferred  by  the  sixth  section  of 
the  charter  in  the  words  following : 

^^  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  trustees  of  said  corporation  to 
invest  as  soon  as  practicable  in  public  stocks  or  public  securi- 
ties,  or  in  bonds  and  mortgages,  as  provided  for  in  this  act^ 
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all  sums  received  by  tibem  beyond  an  available  fnnd  of  not 
exceeding  one-third  of  the  total  amount  of  deposits  with  said 
institution  at  the  discretion  of  the  said  trustees,  which  they 
may  keep  to  meet  the  current  payments  of  said  corporation, 
and  which  may  by  them  be  kept  on  deposit,  on  interest  or 
otherwise,  in  such  available  form  as  the  trustees  may  direct." 

By  this  section,  it  is  true  that  the  trustees  are  vested  with  a 
discretion,  but  that  is  only  with  regard  to  the  amount  they 
might  keep  as  an  available  fund  to  meet  the  current  payments 
of  the  corporation,  and  which  was  not  to  exceed  one-third  of 
the  total  amount  of  the  deposits.  But  there  was  no  discre- 
tion as  to  how  the  money  was  to  be  kept.  It  was  to  be  kept 
on  deposit,  on  interest  or  otherwise,  in  such  available  form  as 
the  trustees  might  direct. 

The  intention  of  this  clause,  and  which  should  be  observed 
in  its  construction,  was  to  keep,  in  substance,  within  reach,  a 
fund  ready  and  available  at  all  times,  to  meet  the  current  pay- 
ment which  the  corporation  should  be  called  upon  to  make. 
Hence  it  was  directed  to  be  kept  on  deposit,  on  interest  or 
otherwise ;  that  is,  if  interest  on  the  deposit  could  not  be  had, 
they  might  hold  or  deposit  the  same  without  interest. 

The  words  *^in  such  available  form  as  the  trustees  may 
direct,"  with  which  the  sentence  ends,  are  controlled  by  the 
words  '^  kept  on  deposit,"  antecedently  used,  and  axe  not  to 
be  construed  as  authorizmg  any  other  disposition  or  appro- 
priation of  the  moneys  than  their  being  kept  and  held  on 
deposit,  on  interest  or  otherwise. 

The  plain  object  of  the  legislature,  in  directing  these  moneys 
to  be  so  kept  as  an  available  fund  to  meet  current  payments, 
would  be  wholly  defeated  by  any  loan  or  investment  of  them 
'on  notes,  mortgages  or  otherwise.  Such  loan  or  investment 
of  this  fund  would  render  it  practically  unavailable  in  case  of 
need  to  meet  "  current  payments." 

It  can  with  no  prc^riety  be  argued  that  the  transaction 
under  consideration,  by  which  the  funds,  instead  of  being 
kept,  were  parted  with  and  sent  out  of  the  state,  and  their 
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repayment  attempted  to  be  secm^ed  by  the  notes  6t  a  corpora- 
tion and  citizens  residing  out  of  this  jurisdiction,  and  by  unim- 
proved land  situated  in  the  state  of  Illinois,  was  within  the 
power  of  the  trustees.  No  trustee  could  for  a  moment 
honestly  believe  that  such  disposition  of  the  fund  was  an 
observance  of  either  the  letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  laws  to 
which  the  corporation  and  the  trustees  were  subject.  If  the 
trustees  were  prohibited  from  so  investing  the  moneys  of  the 
bank  over  and  above  what  was  needed  as  an  available  fund  to 
meet  current  expenses,  a  fortiori^  they  would  not  be  justified 
in  so  placing  the  available  fund. 

The  latter  part  of  the  sixth  section  contains,  in  terms,  a 
clear  expression  of  the  legislative  intention  as  to  how  this 
fund  should  be  kept,  the  word  "  deposit "  not  being  relin- 
quished. ^'  Temporary  deposits  may  be  made  in  any  of  the 
incorporated  banks,  or  in  any  of  the  associations  which  are 
now  or  may  hereafter  be  formed  under  the  general  or  national 
banking  law  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  interest  may  be 
received  at  such  rates,  not  exceeding  that  allowed  by  law,  as 
may  be  agreed  upon." 

I  am  referred,  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintijf ,  to 
an  opinion  of  the  late  attorney-general  Schoonmaker,  to  the 
bank  department,  of  the  date  of  October  21, 1878,  in  which 
the  provisions  of  a  bank  charter  similar  to  the  one  under  con- 
sideration were  discussed  by  him,  in  which,  amongst  other 
things,  he  says :  ''  This  available  fund  the  trustees  may  keep 
to  meet  current  payments,  and  it  may  be  kept  on  deposit,  on 
interest  or  without  interest,  or  in  such  available  form  as  the 
trustees  may  direct.  The  phrases  "available  fund"  and 
"available  form"  are  used  in  contradiction  to  investment. 
They  do  not  denote  another  form  of  investment  or  a  duty^to 
invest,  but  a  permission  to  leave  uninvested  *  *  » 
Investing  money  is  parting  with  it.  But  the  act  provides  it 
may  be  kept  on  interest  or  without  interest,  or  in  such  avail- 
able form  as  the  trusteefl  may  direct.  As  the  money  itself 
must  be  kept  in  an  available  form,  that  is,  available  for  making 
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current  payments,  the  onlj  other  available  form,  except  on 
deposit  where  it  may  be  drawn  on  by  check,  is  in  money 
itself,  in  the  vaults  of  the  institution." 

I  think  the  construction  given  by  the  attorney-general  is 
sound.  The  terms  of  the  act  are  so  clear,  and  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  so  apparent,  that  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  how 
any  reasonable  doubt  can  arise  with  respect  to  its  meaning  in 
this  regard. 

But  it  is  urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants 
who  demur  that  the  transaction  which  obtained  their  sanction 
was  not  a  loan,  but  a  purchase  of  certain  Kiverside  mortgages, 
and  that  the  loans  upon  which  the  complaint  is  based,  and 
which  are  therein  styled  "  call  loans,"  are  a  wholly  different 
transaction.  But  from  the  views  above  expressed,  it  was 
quite  as  improper  and  equaUy  illegal  to  use  this  fund  for  the 
purchase  of  these  mortgages  as  it  would  have  been  to  loan  it 
upon  the  notes,  with  the  mortgages  as  collateral. 

The  committee  to  whom  the  matter  was  referred,  with 
power  to  purchase,  visited  the  property  and  recommended  the 
loan.  The  trustee,  Dunscomb,  who  had  a  pecuniary  interest 
to  advance,  as  is  alleged,  *'  was  veiy  active  in  promoting  and 
obtaining  the  same." 

When  the  private  interests  of  a  trustee  are  to  be  advanced, 
the  corporate  interests  as  well  as  those  of  creditors  become 
subordinate  and  are  apt  to  be  sacrificed. 

The  transaction  must  be  held,  in  every  view  in  which  it  may 
be  regarded,  as  idtra  vireSy  and  the  trustees  who  sanctioned  the 
same  are  liable  for  breach  of  duty,  and  must  make  good  the 
loss  {AckemKm  agt.  EmmoU^  4  Barb.,  626;  Clough  agt 
Bondy  3  Mylns  <&  Craig ^  490 ;  Potter  on  CorporatiorhSy  vol. 
1,  sec.  324). 

Eobert  B.  Willetts,  the  testator  whose  legal  personal  rep- 
resentatives demur,  is  sufficiently  connected  with  the  trans- 
action by  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  to  charge  him  not 
only  with  active  participation  in,  but  with  knowledge  of,  the 
transaction  in  the  form  which  it  assumed.    He  actively  par- 
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ticipated  in  putting  the  matter  in  course  of  completion,  and 
was  chargeable  with  all  that  was  done  with  respect  to  the 
placing  of  this  money.  He  neyer  objected,  and  by  his  knowl- 
edge and  means  thereof,  acquiesced  in  and  adopted  whatever 
was  done  by  his  associates  and  the  officers  of  the  bank. 

Besides  the  positive  illegality  of  the  transaction  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  complaint  justify  the  charge  of  gross  and  inex- 
cusable negligence  on  the  part  of  the  testator  Willetts  and 
the  other  defendant,  who  demurs.  The  facts  constituting 
such  negligence  are  sufficiently  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

Trustees  of  savings  banks  are  under  a  positive  duty  to  see 
to  it  that  the  funds  of  the  bank  are  not  invested  contrary  to 
law,  and  a  disregard  of  such  obligation  is  a  breach  of  duty 
and  a  ground  of  liability. 

A  trustee  of  a  corporation  should  not  be  exposed  in  the  end 
to  a  liability  which  could  not  be  reasonably  anticipated,  nor 
for  the  consequences  of  an  honest  error  in  judgment,  where 
he  is  by  law  clothed  with  a  discretion.  But  when  the  law 
speaks  plainly  he  will  avoid  liability  by  following  its  direc- 
tions, and  the  line  of  obedience  is,  in  this  regard,  the  path  of 
safety. 

A  trustee  of  a  bank  cannot,  however,  close  his  eyes  and 
remain  passive  while  his  associates  are  wasting  by  improvi- 
dent investment  the  moneys  of  the  corporation,  the  entries  in 
respect  to  which  all  appear  upon  the  books  with  which  he  is 
presumed  to  be  cognizant.  {See  note  to  Lacy  agt.  HUL^  20 
Eng.  R.,  755). 

It  is  his  duty  not  only  actively  to  oppose  such  conduct  but 
to  invoke  the  needful  measures  to  restrain  its  continuance, 
and  by  timely  action  seek  to  recover  back  the  moneys.  {Crcme 
agt.  Hecm.^  26  N.  J.  Eq.^  378 ;  Styles  agt.  Oray^  1  MaoN. 
<&  O.,  422 ;  Hwribwry  agt.  KwQAmd^  3  Sim.y  265). 

If  there  are  any  facts  in  existence  to  exonerate  the  defend- 
ants from  liability  they  must  be  interposed  by  answer,  as 
sufficient  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  to  charge 
them  with  both  illegal  and  n^ligent  conduct. 


•12  NEW  YORE  PRACTICE  REPORT& 

■   ■  ■■  ■ 
•  Paine  agt  Bamum  €t  oL 

But  it  is  farther  urged  by  the  demurring  defenduxts  that 
the  complaint  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  exhansted 
his  remedy  against  the  persons  who  were  primarily  liable  to 
the  bank. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  interest  on  the  loans  was  paid  to 
October  20, 1872,  and  no  longer;  that  the  officers  of  the  bank, 
before  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  receiveri  under  their 
power  to  sell  the  collaterals,  sold  the  notes  of  the  improvement 
company  and  bought  them  in  for  the  aggregate  sum  of  $6,100 ; 
that  the  bank  foreclosed  the  mortgage  and  bought  in  the  lots, 
and  it  is  averred,  also,  that  Ohilde,  Hurray  and  Seelye  are 
insolvents  and  worthless,  and  that  tRe  property  bought  in  does 
not  exceed  in  value  $5,000. 

It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  liability  of  the  trustees  is 
founded  upon  the  notion  that  they  are  sureties  simply,  or  that 
it  arises  upon  a  contract  express  or  implied.  They  are  prose- 
cuted for  their  own  wrong  in  making  and  in  allowing  to  be 
made  illegal  investments  of  the  moneys  of  the  bank.  The 
wrong  involves  a  clear  breach  of  statutory  obligation.  Wh^i 
that  is  alleged  and  proved  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is 
made  out.  This  breach  of  duty  implies  loss  and  damage. 
The  amount  which  may  in  the  end  be  recovered  will  depend 
upon  the  facts  proved  as  to  the  extrat  of  the  loss  actually 
sustained. 

The  complaint  shows  that  the  loans,  although  long  past 
due,  remain  unpaid,  that  the  collaterals  have  been  sold,  by 
which  considerable  loss  appears,  and  that  the  notes  of  Childs, 
Murray  and  Seelye  are  of  no  value  whatever. 

If  the  loss  has  been  increased  by  any  fraudulent  or  negli- 
gent action  of  the  receiver,  with  respect  to  the  securities  or 
their  treatment,  it  must  be  interposed  by  answer  and  proven 
on  the  trial,  when  it  will,  doubtless,  be  considered  by  the 
court  in  estimating  the  damages.  And  provision  can  also  be 
made  by  the  judgment  for  substituting  the  defendants  to  the 
receiver's  rights  to  the  property  and  securities  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  damages.    But  the  mere  fact  that  die  makers  of 
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these  notes,  non-residentB  of  this  state,  who  have  omitted  to 
pay  them,  and  who  are  alleged  to  be  worthless,  have  not  been 
sned,  and  all  legal  and  eqnitable  remedies  against  them 
exhaasted  withoat  success,  is  no  def  ^ise  to  this  action. 

The  above,  I  think,  covers  the  sabstance  of  the  objections 
nrged  by  the  defendant's  counsel  in  support  of  the  ground  of 
demurrer ;  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  In  detail,  other  objections  are 
urged,  but  they  have  all  been  considered,  and  are  believed  to 
be  disposed  of  by  the  principles  above  annoxmced.  This 
ground  of  demurrer,  therefore,  must  be  overruled.  It  is 
also  objected  by  the  demurring  defendants  that  there  is  a 
defect  of  parties  defendant,  it  being  claimed  that  Childs, 
Murray  and  Seelye  are  necessary  parties.  It  is  urged  in  sup- 
port of  this  objection  that  these  parties  received  the  moneys 
of  the  savings  bank  by  means  of  the  alleged  breaches  of  trust, 
and  that  they  were  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  limitations 
of  power  imposed  by  the  charter  of  the  bank,  and  that  they 
are  jointly  liable  *with  the  defendants  to  the  bank. 

In  equity  cases,  as  a  matter  of  convenience  and  in  order  to 
avoid  multiplicity  of  action,  and  where  contribution  may  be 
had  from  those  who  participated  in  the  wrongful  act  by  which 
trust  property  has  been  misappropriated,  those  who  received 
the  money  or  property  with  knowledge  of  the  wrong  may  be 
united  as  defendants  with  the  trustees,  and  the  court  frequently 
compels  them  to  be  brought  in  {Sherman  agt  Parish,  63 
If.  Z".,  488).  Where  a'  tortrfeasor,  however,  is  sued  at  law, 
he  must  get  his  contribution  in  a  separate  suit  if  he  is  entitled 
to  it 

Although  there  ar$  allegations  which  would  clearly  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  legal  redress  in  the  way  of  damages,  yet  in 
the  prayer  for  relief  he  does  ask  for  equitable  relief.  And 
although  I  cannot  determine  whether  the  plaintiff  will  bring 
the  case  to  trial  at  the  special  term  in  equity  or  before  a  jury, 
yet  the  objection  will  be  considered  as  though  this  was  an 
action  in  equity  and  to  be  tried  as  such. 
Vol.  LIX        40 
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Whether  the  persops  named  are  necessary  parties,  the  objec- 
tion being  raised  by  demurrer,  must  be  determined  by  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  as  to  whether  it  discloses 
facts  which  absolutely  call  for  the  presence  of  these  parties  as 
having  incurred  liability  to  the  plaintiff  with  the  defendants, 
or  as  absolutely  bound  to  contribute  with  the  defendant  to 
meet  the  losses  sustained  by  the  bank. 

It  does  not  necessarily  follow,  from  the  allegations  of  the 
Qomplaint,  that  Childs,  Murray  and  Seelye,  or  either  of  them, 
were  knowingly  concerned  in  the  breaches  of  trust  with  which 
the  defendants  are  charged,  or  that  they  received  the  money 
with  actual  notice  of  the  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the 
trustees  to  make  loans,  contained  in  their  charter.  Had  that 
been  alleged  the  defendants  could  without  doubt,  under  the 
role  and  practice  of  courts  of  equity  above  referred  to,  have 
well  insisted  that  these  persons  being  concerned  in  the  breaches 
of  trust  should  be  brought  in  and  made  to  respond  in  an 
effective  manner.  It  does  not  follow  that  every  person  who 
borrows  money  of  a  savings  bank  is  necessarily  implicated  in 
a  breach  of  trust  by  the  trustees  who  have  exceeded  their 
powers,  and  by  the  simple  act  of  receiving  the  money, 
although  innocent  in  fact,  become  a  qtuMi  trnstee  with  the 
offending  officials.  As  the  complaint  does  not  allege  knowl- 
edge in  these  persons  or  the  limitations  of  powers  contained 
in  the  charter  of  the  bank,  or  any  facts  from  which  such 
knowledge  must  be  inferred,  it  cannot  be  implied.  It  was 
evidently  not  the  design  of  the  pleader  so  to  implicate  these 
persons.  If  it  had  been  he  would  have  stated  facts  to  chaige 
them.  Being  severally  residents  of  another  state  at  the  time 
of  the  loan  there  is  no  necessary  presumption  that  they  were 
cognizant  of  the  limitations  contained  in  the  local  laws  of  this 
state.  At  least  such  implication  alone  would  hardly  justify 
the  court  in  deciding  that  this  action  shoxdd  not  proceed  until 
sach  persons  so  sought  to  be  charged  with  liability  should  be 
brought  in  as  defendants.  Should  it,  however,  appear  from 
the  facts  adduced  when  this  action  comes  on  to  be  tried  upon 
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the  merits  that  theee  persons  are  necessary  parties  they  may 
then  be  ordered  to  be  brought  in. 

To  this  it  may  be  added  that  for  the  moneys  borrowed,  notes 
were  received  by  the  bank  from  the  borrowers,  and  the  trans- 
action, in  the  form  in  which  it  was  made,  was  afterwards 
ratified  by  the  bank  by  a  sale  of  certain  collaterals  and  the 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  The  makers  of  the  notes  are 
still  liable  npon  them,  and  their  payment  may  be  enforced  in 
an  action  at  law ;  and  to  the  rights  of  the  corporation  and  the 
plaintiff,  as  receiver,  /;he  defendants,  on  payment  of  the  dam- 
ages sustained  through  the  breach  of  trust,  may  be  subrogated ; 
and  for  that  purpose  the  notes  may  be  ordered  to  be  surrend- 
ered to  them,  and  I  conclude  that  that  would  be  the  more 
reasonable  and  simple  method  for  obtaining  indemnity  by  the 
trustees. 

Besides,  as  already  stated,  these  persons  are  non-residents  of 
this  state  and  are  alleged' to  be  insolvent.  As  the  rule  in 
question  is  founded  in  part  upon  convenience,  the  burden  and 
inconvenience  of  proceedings  to  bring  in  non-residents,  if  it 
could  be  effectively  done,  should  not  be  cast  upon  the  plaintiff 
when  the  persons  asked  to  be  brought  in  are  insolvent  and 
have  no  property  in  this  state  out  of  whidi  contribution  could 
be  enforced,  and  who  cannot  be  made  amenable  to  final  pro- 
cess here  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the  person. 

There  is  not,  as  is  urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendants  who  demur,  any  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action. 
There  is,  in  fact,  but  one  cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  considered  as  an  equity  action  it  was  proper  to 
join  as  defendants  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the 
deceased  trustee  Willetts  with  the  other  defendants. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer 
with  liberty  to  the  defendants,  however,  to  answer  in  twenty 
days  on  payment  of  costs. 
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SUPREME  OOUBT. 

Willis  6.  Fainb,  as  reoeiver  of  the  Bond  Street  Sayings 
Bank,  agt.  Bobebt  Ibwin  and  others. 

6(mng$  bank$-^purdiai$  cf  martgagw  from  a  tnut$e  of  mi/ch  bank  eon^ 

damned — 8iuh  tran&aeUon  vUra  eww. 

Where  a  savings  bank  in  the  city  of  New  York  purchases  from  a  trustee 
of  such  bank  bonds  and  mortgages  owned  by  him,  aggregating  $3*3, 000, 
made  by  one  person  upon  unproductive  property  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn 
of  uncertain  value,  not  worth  twice  the  value  of  the  mortgages,  such 
transaction  is  uUra  ure$. 

Special  Term^  Augiist^  1880. 

Wihon  M.  Powelly  attorney  for  defendant  Willetts,  executor^ 
&c.,  and  Arthur  O,  Sedgwick  and  Edmvmd  Randolph  Rob- 
inson^ of  counsel,  for  demurrer. 

Elihu  Root^  attorney  and  counsel  for  defendant  Toucey. 

BarU/w  i&  Olney^  attorneys,  and  Fra/noia  0.  Barlow^  of 
oounsel  for  plaintiff,  opposed. 

Van  Yobst,  J.  —  It  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  the  reasons 
which  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  demurrers  in  the  action 
in  favor  of  this  same  plaintin  against  Bamum  and  others 
(<m^,  308)  could  not  be  sustained.  In  so  far  as  it  is  applicable, 
wliat  was  there  decided  as  to  the  liability  of  the  trustees  of 
the  Bond  Street  Savings  Bank  must  be  regarded  as  the  law  of 
this  case. 

The  case,  however,  has  some  features  peculiar  to  itself. 
The  complaint  contains  two  causes  of  action.  In  the  first  the 
defendants  are  sought  to  be  held  liable  for  an  alleged  breach 
of  trust,  in  appropriating  the  moneys  of  the  bank  in  the  pur- 
chase of  four  bonds  and  mortgages  for  $8,000  each,  made  by 
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one  Donnelly ;  the  mortgages  being  upon  property  in  Yan* 
derbilt  ayenue  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn.  These  bonds  and 
mortgages  were  owned  by  George  W.  Mead,  a  tmstee  of  the 
bank,  and  were  purchased  from  him  by  the  bank,  with  its 
funds,  by  the  direction  of  the  trustees.  The  testator  of  the 
defendants  who  demur,  as  well  as  the  defendant,  Toucey,  voted 
for  and  approved  the  purchase. 

It  is  alleged  that  the  mortgaged  premises  were  not  produc- 
tive property,  and  that  its  value  was  uncertain,  contingent  and 
speculative,  dependent  upon  the  completion  of  buildings 
thereon ;  that  the  premises  were  not  worth  twice  the  amount 
of  the  mortgages. 

The  purchase  of  these  mortgages  was  idtra  vires.  The  fol- 
lowing are  some  of  the  reasons  for  such  conclusion : 

They  were  purchased  from  a  tmstee.  Such  dealing  by 
trustees  with  a  co-trustee  is  in  itself  open  to  just  objection,  but 
the  transaction  is  in  violation  of  the  prohibition  contained  in 
section  6  of  the  charter  of  the  bank,  to  the  effect  that  no 
trustee  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  borrow  any  of  the  fimds 
of  the  bank,  or  in  any  manner  use  the  same  except  to  pay  nec^ 
essary  current  expenses.  Trustees  who  sanction  such  use  of 
the  money  by  a  co-trustee,  equally  with  him,  violate  the  law. 

The  force  of  this  prohibition  is  not  avoided  by  resorting  to  a 
purchase  from  a  trustee  of  mortgages,  instead  of  loaning  money 
to  him  thereon.  When  the  substance  of  the  statute  is  violated, 
the  form  which  is  given  to  the  transaction  is  immaterial. 

It  was  also  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  charter  which 
prohibit  lending  more  than  $20,000  to  one  individual  on  bond 
and  mortgage.  Buying  mortgages  is  as  much  within  the  pro- 
hibition as  lending  money  and  taking  mortgages.  In  addition, 
the  mortgages  were  upon  unproductive  property  not  worth 
double  the  amount,  as  required  by  section  6  of  the  charter. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  demurrer,  I  think  the  complaint 
sufficiently  shows  loss.  A  breach  of  statutory  obligation  and 
a  violation  of  duties  imposed,  may  well  be  presumed  to  be 
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followed  by  loss.  But  the  complaint  disclofies  actual  loss  —  its 
amount  is  yet  to  be  determined  on  the  trial. 

The  other  objections  to  this  cause  of  action  are  sufficiently 
covered  by  what  is  said  in  the  case  of  Paine^  receiver^  agt 
Bm'wwm  and  others  {ante,  303). 

The  objections  to  the  second  cause  of  action  arc  not  well 
taken.  The  concurrence  in,  and  sanction  of,  the  loan  upon 
vacant  lots  by  the  testator,  Willetts,  and  the  other  trustee,  who 
demurs,  clearly  appear.  It  is  averred  that  they  voted  for  it 
It  was  as  effective  to  do  so  as  members  of  the  finance  com- 
mittee, aa  in  the  full  board.  As  trustees  they  approved  of 
this  improper  use  of  the  moneys  of  the  bank. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  phuntiil  on  the  demurrer, 
with  liberty  to  the  defendant  to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 


Willis  S.  Painb,  as  receiver,  &c.,  agt.  Erastus  F.  Mbad  et  oL 

Boitingn  hanki — BetpofmbiUty  of  trtutees  for  the  act$  of  Us  offleen—  Oom- 

plaint —  l>emurrer. 

A  transaction  entered  upon  the  books  of  a  savings  bank,  although  made 
by  the  bank  officers,  is  presumed  to  have  been  done  with  the  knowledge 
and  assent  of  the  trustees,  who  are  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  officers 
,  whom  they  place  and  retain  in  position. 

Special  Term^  August^  1880. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  loan  in  this  case  to  Benjamin  W. 
Wright,  of  the  sum  of  $25,000,  payable  on  demand,  on  the 
security  of  a  bond  and  mortgage  on  premises  called ''  Boscobel,'' 
in  Westchester  county,  was,  under  the  facts  alleged,  an  illegal 
and  grossly  negligent  act. 

The  sum  loaned  exceeded  the  amount  in  that  manner 
directed  to  be  invested  by  the  charter,  and  was  upon  vacant 
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and  uproductive  land,  not  worth  twice  the  sum  loaned.  For 
the  »eafions  asBigned  in  the  opinion  in  the  caae  of  Pame^ 
reoevoer,  agt.  Ba/mum  {(mtSy  803),  the  transaction  cannot  be 
BQstained  as  a  legal  application  or  use  of  the  available  fund. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  loan  was  not  an  act  of  that 
degree  of  care,  skill  and  prudence  which  a  prudent  man  would 
use  in  and  about  his  own  business,  and  that  it  was  an  impru- 
dent, foolish  and  improvident  act.  The  truth  of  these  allega- 
tions are  admitted  by  the  demurrer. 

The  transaction  was  at  the  time  entered  on  the  books  of  the 
bank,  and,  although  made  by  the  bank  officers,  it  is  presumed 
to  have  been  done  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the 
trustees.  They  are  legally  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  acts 
of  the  officers  in  and  about  the  business  of  the  bank,  especially 
when  they  are  entered  on  the  books,  and  if  they  would  escape 
liability  they  must  dissent  from  and  oppose  illegal  or  improvi- 
dent action,  and  seek  to  remove  officials  who  do  them. 

The  trustees  are  responsible  for  the  acts  of  officers  whom 
they  place  and  retain  in  position.  But  the  complaint  contains 
allegations  charging  the  trustees  with  knowledge  and  approval 
and  ratification  of  the  act.  This  renders  them  liable.  Their 
defense,  if  any,  must  be  interposed  to  the  merits. 

Neither  of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  are  well  taken,  and  there 
must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  to  defendants 
to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 
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a  8.  CIRCUIT  COURT. 

Fbedbbick  a.  Dwight  and  Jambs  D.  Platt  agt.  Edwin  A. 
Mereitt,  collector  of  the  port  of  Now  York. 

AdUim  at  common  la/a — Fbrm  of  process — Beffuhrity  of  summons  for  ths 
commeneim»(U  cf  aMm — Amendment  of  process. 

A  summons  or  notice  to  the  defendant  for  the  commencement  of  a  suit  is 
certainly  process  quHe  as  much  as  a  capias  or  a  subpoena  to  appear  and 
answer  is  process,  and  must  be  issued  by  the  court  under  its  seal. 

A  summons  signed  by  an  attomeyi  but  not  under  the  setfl  of  the  court,  ii 
not  such  process  as  is  intended  by  the  statute. 

The  power  to  amend  the  process  given  by  sections  948  and  054  of  the 
United  *States  Revised  Statutes  is  power  to  amend  a  want  of  form  in 
process,  but  does  not  apply  t->  a  summons  in  this  form.  There  must 
first  be  a  process  to  be  amended;  and  a  summonv  Isroei  in  this  manner 
is  no  process. 

August,  1880. 

Thamaa  L  Rvshy  for  plaintiffs. 

Stewa/rt  Z.  Woodford^  for  defendant. 

Blatohfobd,  J.  —  In  this  case  an  attempt  has  been  made  to 
commence  a  sait  at  common  law  in  this  court  by  serving  on 
the  defendant  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  snmmons  in  the 
form  prescribed  bj  the  statute  of  New  York  for  commencing 
a  civil  action.  It  is  signed  by  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  but  is 
not  under  the  seal  of  the  court.  A  summons  or  notice  to  the 
defendant  for  the  commencement  of  a  suit  is  certainly  a  pro- 
cess quite  as  much  as  a  ca/pias  or  a  subpoena  to  appear  and 
answer  is  process.  The  statute  intends  that  all  processes  shall 
issue  from  the  court  where  such  process  is  to  be  held  to  be 
the  action  of  the  court,  and  that  evidence  that  it  issues  from 
the  court  and  is  the  action  of  the  court  shall  be  the  seal  of  the 
court  and  the  signature  of  the  clerk.  It  is  clear  that  a  signa- 
ture by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  without  a  seal,  and  an  issuing 
from  the  office  of  such  attorney,  cannot  be  substituted.    There 
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is  nothing  in  the  provisions  of  the  Sevised  Statutes  as  to  the 
conf onnity  in  practice  and  forms  and  modes  of  proceeding  in 
civil  causes,  other  than  equity  and  admiralty  causes  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  to  the  practice  and  forms  and 
modes  of  proceeding  in  like  causes  in  the  state  courts,  which 
abrogates  the  provisions  of  section  911,  Bevised  Statutes. 
The  two  must  be  so  construed  as  to  stand  together.  The 
defendant  moves  to  set  aside  the  summons  because  of  the 
foregoing  defects  before  appearing  generally  in  the  suit,  and 
the  plaintiffs  ask  to  be  allowed  to  amend  the  summons  mine 
pro  twnc  by  having  the  seal  and  the  signature  added.  It  is 
alleged  that  the  statute  of  limitations  would  be  a  bar  to  a  new 
suit.  Power  to  amend  the  process  is  said  to  be  given  by  sec^ 
tions  948  and  954.  That  power  is  power  to  amend  a  want 
of  form  in  process ;  but  there  must  first  be  a  process  to  be 
amended.  There  must  be  something  to  amend  and  to  amend 
by.  This  paper  is  no  process.  The  process  which  can  be 
amended  xmder  the  power  conferred,  is  process  issuing  from 
this  court.  This  paper  never  issued  from  the  court  The 
motion  of  the  defendant  is  granted,  and  the  motion  of  the 
plaintifi  is  denied. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 


DABins  Miller  and  another,  respondents,  agt  Elmobb  Ejent, 

appellant. 

EiumbnMon  of  adtfm/danthtforetrial^iiiihen  order  for  thould  be  aUowed — 
iVa0<t!o0 — Appeetl'-'  Oode  of  OMX  Proeedwre,  section  878. 

Upon  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  a  prevloug  order, 
the  appellate  court  should  not  listen  to  the  objection  that  the  order  to 
show  cause  on  such  motion  did  not  specify  the  irregularities  or  grounds 
upon  which  it  was  sought  to  set  aside  the  original  order,  unless  it 
appears  that  such  objection  was  made  in  the  court  below. 

Where,  upon  motion  for  the  examination  of  a  defendant  before  trial,  the 
affidavit  states  enough  to  show  the  materiality  of  the  examination. 
Vol.  LIX        41 
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mOakr  facts  and  conclusionfl  stated  by  way  of  argument  to  show  the 
materiality  of  testimony  to  meet  alleged  defeases  shoald  not,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  defeat  the  examination. 
Where  a  broker  or  commission  merchant  withholds  the  fullest  information 
to  his  customer  in  relation  to  property  alleged  to  have  lieen  bought  or 
sold,  the  right  to  examination  before  trial  in  an  action  to  recover  alleged 
profits  or  to  adjust  unsettled  accounts  should  be  fully  accorded. 

First  DepartmerUj  Getieral  Term^  Juhjy  1880. 

This  is  an  appeal  bj  defendant  Kent,  from  an  order  made 
byMr.jnstice  Lawbbnob  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  his  order 
directing  the  defendant  Kent  to  appear  and  submit  to  an 
examination  nnder  section  878  of  the  Oodeof  Civil  Procedure. 
This  action  was  brought  to  compel  the  defendants,  Poole  & 
Kent,  to  account  to  the  plaintifb  for  the  profits  on  certain 
large  purchases  and  sales  of  lard  which  the  defendants,  Kent 
&  Poole,  between  the  1st  day  of  August,  1879,  and  the  16th 
day  of  January,  1880,  made  for  account  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
others  as  their  brokers  and  agents,  under  and  in  pureuance  of 
an  agreement  annexed  to  and  forming  part  of  defendants' 
answer.  In  the  course  of  these  and  other  transactions,  certain 
deposits  of  money  and  stocks  were  made  with  said  Kent  & 
Poole  by  plaintife.  Since  the  1st  of  October,  1879,  plaintiffs 
have  been  importuning  defendants  to  furnish  an  account  of 
these  purchases  and  sales,  but  the  defendants,  Kent  &  Com- 
pany, have  neglected  and  refused  to  render  any  account, 
except  a  general  statement,  in  which  they  claim  a  balance  due 
them  of  $11,000.  But  how,  when  and  through  what  transac- 
tions that  alleged  indebtedness  arose,  the  defendants  refused 
to  reveal.  Plaintiffs  are  informed  by  all  of  the  defendants 
(except  Kent  <fe  Poole)  that  the  profits  upon  the  aforesaid  pur- 
chases and  sales  amounted  to  over  $200,000.  In  addition  to 
those  profits,  Kent  &  Poole  have  obtained  from  plaintiffs, 
during  the  period  covered  by  the  transactions  set  forth  in  the 
complaint,  $125,000  in  cash,  and  more  than  $180,000  in  shares 
of  stock,  for  which  they  also  refuse  to  account.  The  object 
of  the  examination  is  to  ascertain  on  what  days  the  several 
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pnrchafles  or  sales  of  lard,  which  the  defendants  say  they  made 
for  plaintifib'  account,  were  made.  By  whose  authority  they 
were  made,  and  at  what  price  they  were  made,  to  whom  the 
lard  was  delivered ;  from  whom  it  was  bought ;  and  whethei^ 
these  several  purchases  or  sales  were  made  on  credit  or  for 
cash. 

Adol/phuB  D.  Pape^  for  respondent 

I.  As  the  defendant  seeks  to  vacate  the  order  for  the  examin- 
ation on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  he  must  be  regular  in 
his  proceedings.  Defendant's  order  to  show  cause  fails  to 
state  on  what  ground  he  claims  the  order  should  be  vacated. 
If  defendant  in  his  papers  does  not  point  out  the  irregularity, 
the  order  cannot  be  vacated  for  that  reason  {Barker  agt. 
OookejiO  Barh.y  254;  Selover  agt.  ForbeSy  22  ffofv.y  477; 
Perkins  agt.  Meadj  22  ffow.y  476 ;  Lewis  agt.  Orahamy  16 
AUb.y  126;  Hoohe  agt.  Ward,  7  Haw.y  416).  The  defect  is 
not  cured  by  setting  forth  the  irregularity  in  the  affidavit 
(Mantrait  agt.  Hutohinsy  49  How.y  105). 

n.  The  order  should  be  affirmed  on  the  merits.  The  affi- 
davit of  Gk>uld  sets  forth  five  grounds  on  which  they  ask  to 
vacate  the  order.  The  answer  to  the  first  ground  specified  in 
Gould's  affidavit  is,  that  the  testimony  sought,  is  to  be  used  on 
the  trial,  and  also  to  prepare  for  the  trial,  he  being  the  only 
one  from  whom  the  information  can  be  obtained.  We  refer 
to  the  affidavit  of  Nathan  G.  Miller,  which  discloses  the 
object  of  the  examination,  and  the  grounds  stated  are  suffi- 
cient. To  his  second  gronnd  we  answer  by  saying  that  we 
only  showed  the  statements  and  the  general  conduct  of  Kent 
in  the  transaction,  and  that  in  order  to  get  at  the  tmth  we 
desire  to  examine  him  under  oath.  The  mle  that  where  a 
party  calls  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf  he  must  assume  him 
worthy  of  belief  will  apply  to  this  case.  As  to  the  third 
ground,  we  reply  that  it  is  frivolous,  and  the  defendants'  coun- 
sel did  not  press  it  on  the  argument,  and  as  he  has  not  printed 
the  answer  he  has  waived  it    The  substance  of  the  answ^  i$ 
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given.  As  to  the  fourth  gronnd  it  is  obIj  neceesary  to  state 
that  every  attempt  to  examine  the  defendant  has  been 
resisted.  It  would  be  nseless  to  examine  defendant  in  any 
other  manner  than  und^r  an  order  of  the  court.  The  rebut- 
ting affidavit  clearly  shows  why  the  alleged  offer  was  not 
accepted.  As  to  the  fifth  ground,  we  reply  that  the  Code 
makes  no  distinctions  between  the  actions  in  which  an  examin- 
ation can  be  had.  Before  an  accounting  can  be  had  pUdn- 
tifib  must  establish  a  cause  of  action.  To  assist  them  in  this 
they  desire  Kent's  testimony.  Instead  of  calling  him  on  the 
trial  they  avail  themselves  of  the  right  of  calling  him  before 
trial.  An  examination  can  be  had  in  an  action  for  an  account- 
ing {Livingston  agt.  Cwrtis^  12  Hun^  121). 

III.  The  affidavit  on  which  the  order  for  the  examination 
was  granted  is  sufficient,  for  it  shows :  1.  The  names  of  the 
parties  with  their  addresses,  as  well  as  the  names  of  the  attor- 
neys. 2.  That  an  action  is  pending.  The  nature  of  the  action 
and  the  nature  of  the  judgment  demanded.  3.  How  the 
examination  is  material  and  necessary.  4.  The  nature  of  the 
testimony  sought.  5.  That  the  information  is  within  the 
defendants'  knowledge,  and  not  within  the  knowledge  of  plain- 
tiff. 6.  That  it  is  sought  to  enable  plaintiff  to  prepare  for 
the  trial.  7.  It  also  shows  the  duty  of  defendant  to  give 
plaintiff  the  information.  Ilis  offer  to  do  it^  and  refusal  to 
make  good  his  offer.  His  efforts  to  conceal  that  information 
and  his  bad  faith  in  refusing  to  render  his  accounts,  and  his 
inexcusable  conduct  in  the  whole  course  of  the  proceeding. 

rV.  The  following  cases  illustrate  and  support  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  the  examination  {Livingston  agt.  OurtUy  12 
Hwn,  131 ;  O'Reilly  agt.  W.  U.  Td.  Co.,  12  Hv/n^  124 ; 
Olenny  agt.  StedweU^  1  Ahb.  iT.  C.  327;  Shepmoia  agt. 
Boussan,  52  Hoio.,  401). 

L.  A.  Oovldy  for  appellants. 

Davis,  P.  J.  —  An  order  was  made  in  this  case  by  Mr.  jus- 
tice Lawbence,  requiring  the  defendant  Kent  to  appear  and 
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be  examiDed  as  a  party  before  trial,  nnder  section  873  of  the 
Oode  of  Civil  Procedure.  A  motion  was  afterward  made  at 
special  term,  at  chambers,  to  vacate  the  order  of  examination, 
which  motion  was  denied,  and  from  the  order  entered  npon 
snch  denial  this  appeal  was  taken.  The  point  was  made  on 
this  appeal  that  the  order  to  show  cause  on  this  motion  did 
not  specify  the  irregularities  or  grounds  upon  which  it  was 
sought  to  set  aside  the  original  order,  and  that,  for  that  reason, 
the  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed ;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  any  such  objection  was  made  or  suggested  in  the 
court  below,  and  it  does  appear  that  the  motion  was  heard  and 
disposed  of  upon  the  merits.  Under  such  circumstances  the 
appellate  court  should  not  listen  to  the  objection,  because  if 
made  below  it  might  readily  have  been  obviated  by  allowing 
the  statement  of  such  irregularities  to  be  inserted  in  the  notice, 
and  granting  a  new  order  to  show  cause  upon  the  spot. 

On  looking  into  the  merits  of  the  motion  upon  the  papers 
presented  we  are  satisfied  that  the  plainf  iff  was  entitled  to  the 
examination.  Issue  had  been  joined  and  the  case  was  ready 
for  trial  as  between  the  parties  to  the  issue.  Enough  was 
stated  in  the  affidavit  to  show  the  materiality- of  the  examina- 
tion. Other  facts  and  conclusions  were  stated,  by  way  of  argu- 
ment, tending  to  show  the  materiaUty  of  the  testimony  as  a 
matter  of  preparation  to  meet  the  alleged  defenses,  but  that 
fact  should  not,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  defeat 
the  examination.  The  plaintiffs  show  to  our  satisfaction  that 
they  could  not  get  such  an  account  of  the  transactions  of  the 
defendants,  alleged  to  have  been  made  on  their  behalf,  as  they 
were  clearly  entitled  to.  A  commission  merchant  or  broker 
has  no  right  to  conceal  from  his  customer  any  portion  of  his 
business  and  dealings  in  relation  to  the  property  alleged  to 
have  been  bought  and  sold ;  and  where  he  withholds  the  fullest 
information  on  that  subject,  the  right  to  examination  before 
trial  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  alleged  profits,  or  to  adjust 
the  unsettled  accounts,  should  be  fully  accorded.  We  are  not 
at  all  satisfied  with  the  good  faith  of  the  alleged  proffers  of 
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the  examination  of  the  defendants'  books,  &c.  The  disin- 
genuonsness  of  the  attempt  thus  to  defeat  the  examination  of 
defendant  as  a  witness  must  have  stmck  the|conrt  below  as  it 
does  this  conrt.  "We  think  the  order  should  be  affirmed,  with 
ten  dollars  costs  and  disbursements. 

Order  affirmed. 

Bbaby  and  Babbbtt,  JJ.,  concur. 


SUPREME  OOXTRT. 


MADDKLnns  W.  Edlbson  agt.  Joskph  W.  Dubybe. 

Ch$t$ — not  aUowid  in  «9  parte  order. 

Costs  should  not  be  allowed  in  an  «9  parte  order  directing  defendant  to 
file  his  answer. 

Mrst  Departmenty  General  Tenrij  Julj/j  1880. 

Appeal  from  order  sustaining  allowance  of  costs  in  an  ez 
parte  order  directing  the  defendant  to  file  his  answer  within 
five  days,  or,  in  default,  that  it  be  deemed  abandoned. 

CarUde  Norwood^  for  appellant. 

Ernest  T,  JFelloweSy  for  respondent. 

Feb  Cubiam.  —  The  appellant  is  right  in  his  contention. 
The  order  to  file  the  answer  was  ex  parte  and  costs  should 
not  have  been  allowed  {Bavme  agt.  Armstrong j  18  Sow,, 
801).  Besides  it  was  a  judge's  order  {See  Brevoort  agt.  War- 
neTj  8  How.j  821).  A  party  might  as  well  insert  motion  costs 
in  an  order  of  arrest  or  for  time  to  answer.  The  order  should 
be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and  disbursements  of  the 
appeal 
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N.  T.  SUREOGATFS   OOUBT. 

ft 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Estate  of  Oabolinb  Rosenthal. 

Chapter  804  of  the  Laws  of  1870,  entitled  "An  act  to  confer  additional 
powers  upon  surrogates  andf  to  authorize  an  examination  as  to  the 
effects  of  deceased  persons/'  is  unconstitutional,  inasmuch  as  sections 
5  and  6  thereof  are  clearly  unconstitutional  and  the  act  indivisible. 

Augusty  1880. 

FrtMer  <6  MinoTy  attomeyB  for  estate. 

Joseph  BeUesheinhy  attorney,  and  A.  C.  Andersofhy  of  conn- 
sel,  for  witness. 

C  ALYiK,  Surrogatd.  —  The  administrator  of  this  estate,  npon 
the  nsnal  affidavit  that  Jones  Weil  has  possession  of  property 
belonging  to  the  estate  of  decedent,  instituted  an  inquiry 
under  chapter  894,  Laws  of  1870,  and  procured  a  subpcena 
requiring  said  Weil  to  attend  and  testify  touching  the  goods, 
chattels  and  effects  of  decedent,  which  appears  to  have  been 
duly  served  upon  him.  On  the  return  day  he  appeared  by 
counsel  and  objected  to  the  further  proceeding  and  moved  to 
dismiss  the  same  on  the  ground  that  the  law  under  which  the 
subpc&na  was  issued  was  unconstitutional,  and  cited  Matter 
qf  the  Etstaie  of  Beebe  {vU.  10,  JTo.  7,  J!^.  Y.  Weekly  Dig.^ 
161),  m  which  it  is*  held  that  the  act  aforesaid  is  unconstitu- 
tional because  it  enabled  an  administrator  or  executor  to 
obtain  possession  of  property. claimed  by  him,  without  such 
trial  as  is  recognized  by  the  Constitution  and  the  ordinary 
forms  of  judicial  proceedings.  A  similar  statute  relating  to 
the  powers  of  the  public  administrator,  and  found  in  8  Bevised 
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Statutes  (6^A  ed.^  section  8,  <6o.\  and  which,  as  early  as  1855, 
came  under  consideration  of  the  late  learned  surrogate  Bbab- 
FOBD,  of  New  York,  in  the  PvHic  Admmistrator  agt,  Wa/rd 
(3  Brad.^  244),  when  it  was  held  where  deceased  had  no  pos- 
session of  the  property  at  his  death,  or  twenty  days  previous, 
and  no  advantage  had  been  taken  by  attendants,  but  the  claim 
was  adverse  to  him  in  his  lifetime,  the  statute  was  not  intended 
to  apply ;  and  yet  the  learned  surrogate  said,  at  page  247,  ^^  the 
provision  restraining  the  issue  of  the  warrant,  if  a  bond  be 
given,  of  course  implies  that  a  warrant  may  issue  when  there 
is  an  adverse  claimant."  Notwithstanding  that  opinion  of 
judge  Bradford,  it  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  the 
present  surrogate  under  that  statute,  as  under  chapter  894  and 
section  7  of  chapter  859  of  the  Laws  of  1870,  to  deny  the 
warrant  when  on  examination  there  appeared  to  be  an  adverse 
claim  to  the  property ;  that  the  act  w^  not  a  substitute  for 
the  action  of  replevin,  and,  as  thus  administered,  neither  of 
those  acts  appear  to  be,  in  letter  or  spirit,  a  violation  of  the 
Constitution.  But  if  judge  Bradford  was  right  in  holding 
that  the  act  contemplated  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  in  the 
absence  of  the  bond,  though  there  was  an  adverse  claim,  the 
decision  In  the  Matter  of  Beebe^  above  dted,  would  seem  to 
be  correct.  At  first  thought  it  occurred  to  me  that  the  pro- 
ceeding was  analogous  to  the  provisional  remedy  of  replevin 
under  the  Code,  but  then  the  property  is  seized  by  the  sherifE 
in  a  suit  thereby  commenced  in  which  the  usual  def  eujse  may 
be  made,  and  trial  by  jury  had,  after  the  plaintifiE  has  given 
security  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  while  by  the 
act  under  consideration,  as  interpreted  by  the  general  term  of 
the  third  department  and  by  judge  Bradford,  the  defendant, 
in  order  to  secure  his  defense  according  to  the  usual  practice 
and  trial  by  jury,  must  give  security  in  order  to  retain  the 
property  claimed  by  him,  which  he  may  be  unable  to  do,  and 
in  that  respect  the  analogy  fails.  It  is,  however,  entirely 
apparent  that  it  would  greatly  facilitate  the  administrator  or 
executor  of  an  estate  in  procuring  possession  of  its  efiecta,  to 
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provide  for  sncli  a  BubpcBoa  and  examination,  and  to  put  the 
person  in  possession  to  the  responsibility,  under  oath,  of  stating 
any  claim  he  may  have  to  it,  and  if  he  shall  admit  possession 
without  right  as  against  the  estate,  to  afford  the  speedy  and 
inexpensive  remedy  of  a  warrant  for  its  seizure  and  delivery. 
Out  of  respect  for  the  authority  of  the  general  term  the 
proceedings  must  be  dismissed. 


SUPKEME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  Gustavus  A.  Bbakk. 
Practice  —  JBlfect  of  gpeddl  term  caption  an  ex  jkMie  order, 

A  special  term  caption  does  not  alter  the  real  character  of  an  ex  parte 
order,  or  deprive  an  adverse  party  of  the  right  to  move  on  notice  to 
vacate  or  modify  it. 

An  order  appointing  a  trustee  and  directing  payment  to  him  of  moneys 
under  the  provisions  of  a  will,  which  the  court  has,  by  decree,  declared  to 
be  inoperative,  is  void;  and  such  trustee  being  an  alien  and  non-resident, 
the  application  for  such  order  was  an  attempt  to  evade  the  provisions 
of  the  decree. 

JF'irst  Department^  General  Temiy  JtUy,  1880. 

Appeal  from  order  vacating  an  order  appointing  a  trustee 
and  refusing  to  punish  for  contempt. 

John  A.  KoAijmgy  iot  appellant. 

R.  E.  Hobmeonj  for  respondent 

Sabbstt,  «/]  —  The  appellant  is  entirely  incorrect  in  his 

contention  that  it  was  incompetent  for  the  court  below  to 

make  the  order  appealed  from.    It  waB  not  a  case  of  one  judge 

attempting  to  set  aside  the  order  of  a  brother  judge,  but  of 
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the  special  term  upon  dae  notioe,  and  after  hearing  both  sides, 
vacating  aa  ex  pdrte  order.  This  was  correct  and  ordinary 
practice.  It  is  tme  that  the  ex  paHe  order  had  the  special 
term  caption.  But  that  did  not  alter  its  real  character,  nor 
deprive  the  company  of  their  right  to  move  the  court,  upon 
notice,  to  vacate  or  modify  it.  It  only  prevented  them  from 
applying  to  another  justice,  ex  parUj  for  such  vacation  or 
modification.  Upon  the  merits,  it  is  entirely  clear  that  the 
order  appointing  the  trustee,  and  directing  the  company  to 
pay  over,  w^  improvidendy  made.  This  was  so  even  upon 
the  papers  upon  which  it  was  granted.  There  was  no  power 
to  make  such  an  order.  But  it  also  appears  that  a  decree  in 
partition  had  prevy^usly  been  made  in  this  court  adjudging 
the  provisions  of  Augustus  Henry's  will,  so  far  as  it  directs 
payment  of  Gostavus  Adolphus  Brake's  share  to  ISenry 
Schluter  (the  very  person  so  appointed  trustee  and  authorized 
to  demand  the  share  from  the  company)  to  be  inoperative. 
Schluter  was  an  alien  and  non-resident.  The  order  in  fact 
was  void,  and  the  trust  company  only  did  its  duty  in  calling 
the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  court.  The  application  was 
a  barefaced  attempt  to  evade  the  provisions  of  the  partition 
decree,  and  to  witiidraw  the  fund  from  our  jurisdiction.  This 
must  have  been  the  view  entertained  by  the  learned  justice 
who  granted  the  original  order,  as  soon  as  his  attention  was 
called  to  the  real  fact,  for  it  appears  that  the  vacation  was  after 
consultation  with  him,  and,  undoubtedly,  with  his  full  con- 
currence. The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Bbady,  J.,  concur. 
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Mabt  7.  WsTMAN  agt.  The  ]!Iational  Bboadwat  Bank  and 

Maby  Jenkins. 

I¥ial$  without  a  jwry — DeeUion  of  eowi  upon  the  trial  of  whole  iseue  tf 
yiaet —  Whcft  dedtiion  must  do  in  order  to  authorise  entry  (f  judgment  upon 
it--  Code  (f  OM  Procedure,  notion  1088. 

A  Judge  has  no  authonty,  on  a  written  opinion  delivered  by  a  deceased 
Judge,  omitting  to  state  separately  the  facts  found  and  the  conclusions 
of  law,  and  not  directing  Judgment  to  be  entered  thereupon,  and  which 
does  not  indicate  the  party  to  whom  costs  are  awarded,  to  direct  the 
entry  fji  Judgment  upon  it. 

J^^-ial  Term,  Augu$tj  1880. 

Motion  that  the  opinion  of  the  late  chief  judge  CuBnSy 
filed  June  7, 1880,  may  stand  as  the  findings  of  fact  and  con- 
elusions  of  law,  and  that  judgment  be  entered  thereon. 

John  B.  WMtmg^  for  the  motion. 

John  F.  B.  LewiSj  opposed. 

RxTssELL,  J. —  This  action  was  tried  before  the  late  chief 
justice  CuBTiB,  without  a  jury,  on  the  15th  day  of  March, 
1880.  On  the  seventh  day  of  June,  judge  Cubtis  handed 
down  an  opinion,  in  which,  after  reciting  the  history  of  tiie 
controversy  and  discussing  the  law  applicable  to  the  questions 
at  issue,  he  says :  ^^  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  for 
the  value  of  the  property  claimed.  The  evidence  varies  very 
much  as  to  the  value  of  this  property.  Giving  it  such  con- 
sideration as  I  have  been  able  to^  from  the  proofs  submitted, 
I  find  the  value  of  the  furniture  claimed  by  the  plaintifE,  and 
disposed  of  by  the  bank,  to  be  $760." 

On  the  back  of  the  opinion,  in  the  handwriting  of  judge 


882  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Weyman  agt  The  National  Broadway  Bank. 

CxTBTis,  are  the  words,  ^^  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff ;  findings 
to  be  submitted  on  five  days'  notice.    Opinion.    W.  E.  0." 

The  proposed  findings  were  prepared  by  counsel  for  the 
respective  parties  and  were  submitted  on  the  nineteenth  day 
of  June ;  but  before  they  were  settled  the  lamented  death  of 
judge  OuBTis  occurred. 

It  is  evident  from  these  facts  that  at  the  time  neither  judge 
CuBTis  nor  the  counsel  regarded  the  opinion  handed  down  as 
constituting  such  a  decision  of  the  court  as  is  required  by  sec- 
tion 1022  of  the  Code. 

While  it  is  possible  from  that  opinion  to  ascertain  what,  in 
general,  were  judge  Gubtis'  views  upon  the  facts  and  the  law 
of  the  case,  the  opinion  does  not  state  separately  the  facts 
found  and  the  conclusions  of  law.  It  does  not  direct  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  thereupon,  and  does  not  indicate  the  party 
to  whom  costs  are  awarded.  All  these  things  a  decision  must 
do  in  order  to  authorize  the  entry  of  judgment  upon  it  {sec. 
1022  of  the  Cods). 

In  Thomas  agt.  Tcmner  (14  How.  Pr.^  426)  it  was  expressly 
held  that  a  judgment  could  not  be  entered  on  an  opinion,  but 
only  on  a  decision  as  such  {and  see  PutfMkm  agt.  Crombie^  34 
Bwrb.y  232;  Mills  agt.  Thurehf,  12  Hcru).  Pr.,  113;  Van 
Slieck  agt.  Eyatty  46  iT.  F.,  262;  Eogers  agt.  Beard^  20 
Sow.  Pr.,  282 ;  Chamberlain  agt.  Dempeey^  9  Bosw.^  212 ; 
Loeechigk  agt.  Addison^  8  Rdbt.^  331). 

The  question  now  arises  whether  this  court  has  power  to 
give  to  that  opinion  a  character  and  force — judge  Cubtis 
being  dead  — which  it  did  not  have  when  he  was  alive.  Con- 
sidering that  the  case  was  fully  tried  before  judge  Cvbtis,  and 
that  after  mature  deliberation  he  found  for  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
certainly  unfortunate  if  judgment  cannot  now  be  entered  in 
accordance  with  the  conclusions  to  which  he  came. 

It  is  a  hardship  to  put  the  plaintiff  to  the  delay,  the  expense 
and  the  worry  of  a  second  trial,  if  the  court  has  power  to 
relieve  her  from  them.  But  while  there  are  many  provisions 
of  law  permitting  proceedings  begnii  before  one  ofiicer  to  be 
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continued,  in  case  of  his  death  or  removal,  before  another, 
they  are  proceedings  where  the  thing  remaining  to  be  done  is 
either  ministerial  in  character  or  a  matter  of  course  following 
what  has  already  been  done,  and  requiring  the  exercise  of  no 
judicial  judgment. 

No  authority  is  shown  by  counsel,  nor  have  I  found  any,  to 
do  what  is  here  requested.  The  matter  of  decisions  and 
entry  of  judgment  is  regulated  by  statute. 

If  the  opinion  could  be  regarded  as  a  dedsion  satisfying 
the  requirements  of  section  1022,  judgment  could  have  been 
entered  upon  it,  not  only  without  this  motion,  but  without 
the  findings  which  were  submitted.  It  wants  not  an  order  of 
the  Court  to  make  a  decision,  and  to  authorize  the  entry  of 
judgment  thereon  {section  1028  of  the  CoAi).  On  the  other 
hand,  the  order  of  this  court  cannot  make  that  a  decision 
which  in  fact  is  not  one. 

The  plaintiffs  motion  is  therefore  denied,  with  costs,  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  power. 


SUPEEME  COTJET. 


Smith  Ely,  Jr.,  mayor  of  the  city  of  New  York  and  others, 
agt.  Allan  Campbell,  commissioner  of  public  works  and 
another. 

Tj7ianLihxirii/td  obitrueHons  an  tfreeU  and  tidewdUa  —  Nv4$anee, 

Streets  which  include  sidewalks  are  for  the  use  of  the  public  at  large. 

Any  obstruction  erected  on  the  streets  or  sidewalks  without  the  sanction 

of  the  legislature  is  a  Buisance. 
A  local  municipal  corporation  cannot  give  a  valid  permission  to  any  one 

to  occupy  the  streets  or  sidewalks  with  continuing  erections  or  other 

obstructions  without  express  povrer  conferred  by  statute. 
The  municipal  legislature  of  the  city  of  New  York  has  no  power  to 

authorize  the  occupation  of  the  streets  and  sidewalks,  in.  the  neighbor- 


884  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

<— ^■— ■  III  -       I  ^ 

Ely  agt.  Campbell 

hood  of  tne  markets,  with  stands  and  booths  to  be  kept  and  maintained 
continuously  at  all  hours  of  the  day. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  commiBsioner  of  public  works  to  remove  all  illegal 
obstructions  placed  upon  the  streets  and  sidewalks. 

Special  Term^  August^  1879. 

Motion  to  continue  an  injunction. 

Elliot  Sanford  and  /.  8.  Lawrence^  ior  plaintiff. 

TT.  C.  Whitney^  corporation  oounsely  and  Geo.  JR.  Andrews^ 
for  defendants. 

Van  Voest,  J.  —  The  principal  matter  to  be  decided  upon 
this  motion,  which  is  one  for  the  continuance  of  an  injunction, 
is  as  to  the  right  of  the  superintendent  of  markets  to  grant 
permits  or  licenses  to  persons  to  construct  and  maintain  stands 
and  booths  upon  the  sidewalks  of  the  streets  adjacent  to 
Washington  market. 

The  papers  before  me  show  that  several  such  stands  occupy 
considerable  portions  of  the  sidewalk  on  the  south  side  of 
Yesey  street,  both  above  and  below  Greenwich  street,  as,  also, 
the  sidewalks  of  Greenwich  street,  and  are  maintained  by  their 
occupants  for  the  purposes  of  trade  under  permits  from  the 
clerk  or  superintendent  of  the  markets. 

These  structures  are  obstructions  on  the  sidewalks  which  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  the  commissioner  of  public 
works,  to  remove,  unless  they  are  lawfully  there. 

It  is  claimed  on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that,  under  the 
municipal  ordinances,  the  clerk  of  the  markets  may  lawfully 
grant  permits  to  persons  so  to  use  the  sidewalks. 

Streets  which  include  the  sidewalks  are  for  the  public  at 
large. 

The  legislature  of  the  state,  representing  that  public,  has 
authority  over  all  public  ways  and  places.  It  may  authorize 
acts  to  be  done,  or  legalize  obstructions  upon  them,  which 
would  otherwise  be  deemed  a  niiisanoe. 
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The  legislature  instead  of  authorizing  the  act  directly  may 
allow  it  to  be  authorized  by  the  municipal  authority. 

A  building  or  other  structure  of  a  like  nature  erected  upon 
a  street  without  the  sanction  of  the  legislature  is  a  nuisance, 
and  the  local  corporate  authority  of  a  place  cannot  give  a  valid 
permission  thus  to  occupy  streets  without  express  power  to 
this  end  conferred  on  them  by  charter  or  statute  {DiUon  on 
Municipal  CorpordUons^  S€08.  518-521,  sec.  816). 

In  Hoffmanns  Estates  cmd  Mights  of  the  Corporation  cf 
New  York  {pages  408,  404)  the  learned  author  refers  to  the 
case  of  AUerton  agt.  Delevany  decided  in  the  supreme  court 
in  1861,  in  regard  to  a  stand  near  Washington  market,  in 
which  it  was  said : 

^^  The  stall  in  question  is  in  one  of  the  public  streets  of  the 
city.  It  is  out  of  the  power  of  the  corporation,  even  by  the 
most  solemn  act  of  which  it  is  capable,  to  confer  upon  any  one 
the  legal  right  to  it  for  a  day." 

And  St,  John  agt.  I%e  Mayor^  cfec,  d6o.,  of  New  York 
(8  Bos.^  484)  holds  that  the  municipal  corporation,  although 
authorized  to  have  and  keep  such  and  so  many  markets,  at 
such  and  so  many  places  within  its  corporate  limitis,  as  shall 
from  time  to  time  be  established  by  the  common  council,  cannot 
erect  nor  allow  markets  to  be  erected  and  occupied  in  the  public 
streets  of  the  city  {State  agt.  Lamerack^  84  N. «/".,  201). 

Any  permanent  or  habitual  obstruction  of  a  street,  without 
authority  of  law,  may  fairly  be  said  to  be  a  nuisance.  The 
public  is  entitled  to  the  full  and  free  use  of  all  the  territory 
embraced  within  the  limits  of  a  street  or  highway,  in  its  full 
length  and  breadth,  and  every  individual  has  a  right  to  travel 
over  any  part  of  the  same  (  Wood  on  Nuisances^  sec.  252). 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add  that  these  statements  are 
qualified  by  the  right  in  the  legislature  alone  to  authorize 
obstructions  permanent  or  continuing,  and  do  not  exclude  such 
interruptions  in  the  use  of  the  streets  by  the  public  as  are  neces- 
sitated by  the  erection  and  alteration  of  buildings  fronting  on 
the  streeti  and  the  occupation  of  the  same  with  materials  for 
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the  pnrpose,  and  other  necessary  and  temporaiy  occasions. 
Every  obstmction  of  a  street  or  highway  is  not  necessarily  a 
nnisance,  or  objectionable ;  but  if  unreasonably  continued,  or 
without  direct  legal  right,  it  becomes  such  {Knox  agt.  The 
MayoTy  dkCy  55  £ari.j  404 ;  JDavis  agt  The  Mayor^  {&o.y  14 
IT.  T.J  506). 

The  latter  case  decides,  in  direct  terms,  that  any  unauthor- 
ized continued  obstruction  of  a  public  highway  or  street  is  a 
public  nuisance  {Lavrrence  agt.  The  Mayor^  dkc^  of  N.  J^., 
2  JSarb.j  577).  Beference  is  made  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  plaintiffs  to  the  ancitot  charters  of  the  city,  ajs  the 
foundation  of  a  right  in  the  municipal  legislature  thus  to 
authorize  the  occupation  of  the  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
markets. 

An  examination  of  these  charters  discloses  no  such  right 

But  whatever  there  is  in  these  charters  inconsistent  with, 
or  opposed  to,  subsequent  legislation  on  this  subject,  must  be 
considered  as  repealed  (Laws  of  1873,  chap,  335,  %eo,  119). 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  municipal  ordinances  of  1866 
confer  such  rights. 

Sut,  as  already  observed,  no  municipal  ordinance  or  regula- 
tion inconsistent  with  the  law  of  the  state  can  give  such  right 
These  ordinances,  among  other  things,  declares  that  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  clerks  of  the  market  to  assign  and  set  apart 
certain  parts  of  the  streets,  at  or  near  the  said  public  markets, 
for  the  purposes  of  exposing  for  sale  and  selling  garden  produce, 
etc.  {Chap.  35,  article  2,  sec.  8 ;  see^  aho^  artide  4,  sec.  35)» 

But  these  ordinances  and  regulations  do  not  necessarily 
authorize  the  streets,  or  any  part  of  them,  to  be  occupied  with 
stands  or  booths  to  be  kept  and  continually  maintained  at  all 
hours  of  the  day.  The  act  to  reorganize,  the  local  government 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  passed  April  30,  1873  {chap.  336, 
sec.  17),  confers  upon  the  municipal  legislature  the  power  to 
pass  ordinances  to  regulate  traffic  and  sales  in  the  streets,  high- 
ways, roads  and  public  places,  and  to  regulate  the  use  of  side- 
walks {SiJ)e,  1  Ofid  2). 
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But  snbdivisioii  4  also  empowers  the  aldermeii  to  prevent 
encroachments  npon  and  obstructions  to  the  streets,  &c.,  and 
to  authorize  and  empower  the  commissioner  of  public  works  to 
remove  the  same,  but  it  adds  these  emphatic  words  i 

^^They  shall  have  no  power  to  authorize  the  placing  or 
continuing  of  an;  encroachment  or  obstruction  upon  any 
street  or  sidewalk,  except  the  temporary  occupation  thereof 
during  the  erection  or  repair  of  a  building,  on  a  lot  opposite  to 
the  same."  With  this  exception  the  legislature  has  reserved 
to  itself  all  power  over  the  subject. 

I  regard  this  expression  of  the  legislature  as  dearly  against 
any  right  in  the  municipal  board,  or  any  of  its  officers  or 
agents,  to  authorize  the  occupation  of  the  streets  and  side- 
walkp  with  obstructions  and  encroachments  of  the  character 
of  those  disclosed  in  this  action.  If  the  ordinances  of  1866 
allowed  such  encroachments  and  erections,  they  were  tdtra 
vireSj  and  in  any  event  are  rendered  nugatory  by  the  act  of 
the  legislature  above  mentioned. 

It  is  true  that  the  ordinances  ^^  m  foroe "  in  1870  were 
revived  and  continued  in  force  by  section  119  of  the  act  of 
1873,  but  in  view  of  the  express  prohibitions  against  the  exer- 
ciBe  of  any  powers  to  authoriw  encroachments  and  obstructions 
to  the  streets,  except  for  the  purposes  mentioned,  they  cannot 
be  interposed  as  a  justification  for  the  continuance  of  the 
obstructions  and  encroachments  through  the  stands  and  booths 
in  question. 

Section  70  of  the  act  of  1873  declares  that  ^^  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  commissioner  of  public  works  to  remove  all 
obstructions  now  existing,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  placed 
upon  any  street  or  sidewalk."  And  subdivision  8  of  section 
71  created  in  the  "  department  of  works "  a  bureau  for  the 
removal  of  incumbrances  on  the  streets  or  sidewalks,  the  chief 
officer  of  which  shall  be  called  the  superintendent  of  incum- 
brances, to  whom  all  complaints  shall  be  made  and  by  whom 
such  incumbrances  shall  be  removed. 

The  papers  show  that  complaints  have  been  made  to  this 
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bureau  in  the  depurtment  of  works  of  the  erectionB  in  qnes* 
tion  as  obstractionB. 

The  sidewalks  on  Yesej  street  are  not  wide.  Some  of  these 
stands  are  from  six  to  eight  feet  in  length  and  occupy  some  two 
feet  of  the  sidewalk,  and  extend  oyer  the  cnrbs  and  encroach 
npon  the  carriageway,  in  some  instances,  from  two  to  f onr 
feet.  Others  are  located  at  the  comers  of  the  streets,  inter- 
fering not  only  with  trarel  on  the  sidewalks,  but  impeding  the 
movements  of  vehicles. 

They  occupy  these  positions  at  all  hoora  of  the  day,  and  are 
used  for  the  vending  of  meats,  poultry  and  other  articles. 

The  above  facts  appear  by  the  affidavits  of  the  superintend- 
ent of  the  bureau,  in  the  department  of  works  having  oversigfat 
of  incumbrances,  and  others,  as,  also,  complaints  proceeding 
from  storekeepers  on  the  street,  ready  access  to  whose  places 
of  business  is  hindered,  and  from  persons  traveling  over  the 
sidewalk  and  carriageway  and  others  who  are  obstructed. 

It  is  made  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  of  works  to  removes 
these  obstructions,  and  this,  notwithstanding  the  &ct  that  he 
has  not  been  requested  by  the  board  of  aldermen  to  take  sodi 
action. 

It  is  true,  as  appears  above,  that  it  is  made  a  duty  of  the 
board  of  aldermen  to  order  the  removal  of  obstructions  from 
the  sidewalks  and  streets ;  but  its  omission  to  do  so  ahonld 
not  paralyze  the  action  of  the  commissioner.  He  has  a  daty 
independent  of  the  aldermen  in  this  regard. 

The  commissioners  of  the  sinking  fund  claim  that  the 
removal  of  these  stands  and  booths  from  the  streets  will 
deprive  them  of  revenues  which  they  are  entitled  to  receive 
and  apply  to  the  payment  of  the  city  debt 

By  chapter  9,  article  1,  subdivision  8  of  the  ordinances  of 
1866,  the  proceeds  ^  for  market  fees  and  market  rents"  are 
pledged  to  the  sinking  fund. 

The  market  fees  and  rents,  properly  so-called,  are  not  inter- 
fered  with  by  the  proposed  action  of  the  commissioner  of 
rpubUc  works. 
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It  cannot  be  eaid  to  be  an  impairment  of  these  reyenues  if 
the  rents  which  are  sought  to  be  collected  for  the  use  of  stands 
and  booths  on  the  public  streets^  which  the  municipal  board 
has  no  legal  right  to  authorize,  are  cut  oflE.  ' 

The  motion  for  the  continuance  of  the  injunction  should  be 
denied. 


■**' 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
A.  PsBsoK,  Habbdcan  &  Co.  agt  Bkbob  M.  Obebtettvfsb. 

An  agreement  was  entered  into  in  1075  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  firm 
of  A.  Soleliac  &  Sons  whereby  the  former  agreed  to  furnish  said  firm 
with  raw  materials  for  the  mannf aetnre  of  silk  goods,  and  to  advance 
funds  for  the  purchase  therectf ;  which  goods*  when  manufactured, 
were  to  be  delivered  to  and  sold  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  balance  of  the  pro* 
ceeds  of  each  sale,  after  deductions  for  commissions,  insurance  and 
advances  made,  to  be  paid  to  said  firm.  During  the  years  1875  to  1877, 
the  plaintiffs  advanced  large  sums  of  money  to  them,  and  the  latter  in 
turn  manufactured  silk  and  consigned  the  same  to  plaintiffs  for  sale. 
On  the  8th  of  September,  1877,  Soleliac  ^  Sons  failed,  and  made  a 
general  assignment  to  the  defendant  The  latter  took  possession  of  all 
the  stock  and  machinery  of  the  debtors ;  among  these  were  nineteen 
pieces  of  silk  finished,  and  about  forty-five  pieces  unfinished.  The 
plaintiffs  claimed  to  have  an  equitable  lien  thereon  for  the  balance  due 
them  from  Soleliac  4^  Sonsr  which  amounted  to  $10,000,  and  thereupon 
brought  this  action  to  enforce  the  same : 

JBM,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover.  The  identical  prop> 
erty  or  its  proceeds  must  be  Uaced  in  order  to  uphold  the  lien. 

Assuming  that  a  valid  trust  was  created  and  a  lien  thereby  acquired,  it 
confers  a  right  of  recovery  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  trust  or  its 
proceeds  only;  and  such  trust  cannot  be  impressed  upon  the  funds  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendant  who  is  gteeral  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors. 

Special  Term^  June^  1880. 
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SpLELiAC  &  Sons  were  large  ribbon  and  silk  manufacturers 
at  Paterson,  New  Jersey.  During  the  years  1875  to  1877, 
the  plaintiffs  advanced  large  sums  of  money  to  them,  and  the 
latter  in  turn  manufactured  silk  and  consigned  the  same  to 
plaintifiEs  for  sale.  On  the  8th  of  September,  1877,  Soleliac 
ife  Sons  failed,  and  made  a  general  assignment  to  the  defend- 
ant,  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Oberteuffer,  Abegg  &  Co. 
The  latter  took  possession  of  all  the  stock  and  machinery  of 
the  debtors.  Among  these  were  nineteen  pieces  of  silk  fin- 
ished, and  about  forty-five  pieces  unfinished.  The  plaintiffs 
claimed  to  have  an  equitable  lien  thereon  for  the  balance  due 
them  from  Soleliac  &  Sons,  which  amounted  to  $10,000,  and 
thereupon  brought  this  action  to  enforce  the  same. 

Issues  were  framed  and  tried  before  judge  Yak  Bbunt  and 
and  a  jiuy,  who  found  that  Soleliac  &  Sons  had  agreed  to  use 
the  money  received  from  the  plaintiffs  in  the  manufacture  and 
consignment  to  plaintiffs  of  finished  silk. 

On  the  trial  of  the  other  questions  before  judge  Labbb- 
icoBB,  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  defendant,  and  the  fol- 
lowing opinion  given : 

Kobbe  <Ss  Fowler  and  Stephen  FvUerton  for  plaintifb. 

A.  Blwmeneteily  for  defendant. 

Labbkmobb,  J.  —  After  a  careful  examination  of  the  testi- 
mony and  the  elaborate  briefs  submitted  by  the  respective 
counsel,  my  conviction  still  remains  that  the  plaintifb  are  not 
entitled  to  recover  in  this  action. 

They  seek  to  establish  an  equitable  lien  upon  property  and 
trust  funds  held  by  the  defendant  as  assignee  of  A.  Soleliac 
&  Sons,  under  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
made  September  8, 1877. 

The  claim  thus  sought  to  be  enforced  rests  upon  an  agree- 
ment made  in  the  year  1875  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
firm  of  A.  Soleliac  &  Sons,  whereby  the  former  agreed  to  fur* 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  841 

Person,  Harriman  A  Co.  agt  Obeiteiiffer. 

nieh  said  firm  with  raw  materialB  for  the  mannfactnre  of  silk 
goods,  and  to  advance  funds  for  the  purchase  thereof ;  which 
goods,  when  manufactured,  were  to  be  delivered  to,  and  sold 
by,  the  plaintiffs,  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  of  each  sale, 
after  deduction  for  commission,  insurance  and  advances  made, 
to  be  paid  to  said  firm. 

Issues  were  framed  and  submitted  to  a  jury,  which  found 
that  between  May  8, 1875,  and  September  1877,  plaintiffs,  in 
pursuance  of  such  agreement,  furnished  to  said  firm  raw  mate- 
rials and  money  to  purchase  the  same  to  the  amount  of 
1160,000. 

That  after  July  24, 1877,  various  advances  were  thus  made, 
amounting,  in  the  aggregate,  to  $10,470,  and  that  said  firm 
agreed  to  hold  the  property  manufactured,  or  in  process  of 
manufacture,  and  the  moneys  advimced  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  as  a  security  and  pledge  for  the  performance  of 
said  agreement 

Assuming  that  a  valid  trust  was  created  by  the  agreement 
between  the  parties  thereto,  it  remains  to  be  seen  whether, 
upon  the  testimony  of  this  case,  such  trust  can  be  impressed 
upon  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  a  general  assignee  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors. 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  was  a  running  agreement 
between  the  parties  thereto,  involving  several  demands,  sup- 
plies, sales  and  settlements  of  advances  and  materials.  This 
is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  agreement,  and  from  the  poli- 
cies of  insurance  for  which  it  provides. 

The  doctrine  of  equitable  lien  has  been  so  fully  discussed 
that  a  mere  reference  to  leading  authorities  on  the  subject  will 
suffice  in  the  decision  of  this  case.  Assuming,  as  above  stated, 
that  a  valid  trust  was  created,  and  a  lien  thereby  acquired, 
what  is  its  scope  and  limit  ?  Obviously  it  confers  a  right  of 
the  recovery  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  trust  or  its  proceeds 
{Orifind  agt.  Suydam^  3  Sand.,  185 ;  Oilsm  agt  Stone,  48 
Barif.y  291 ;  Story's  Equity,  mo.  964). 

All  the  cases  point  to  one  conclusion — that  the  identical 
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property  or  its  proceeds  must  be  traced  in  order  to  uphold  the 
lien  {Story^s  Eqwityy  see.  1218;  Perry  on  Trugts^  9ec.  82; 
Flaggeriy  v.  Pabmer^  6  Johns.  Ch.^  437 ;  Arnold  agt.  Morris^ 
1  Daly,  498). 

In  this  particular  the  evidence  offered  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  fails  to  substantiate  their  claim  to  the  equitable  relief 
which  they  seek.  Nor  is  their  case  strengthened  by  the  recitals 
in  the  policy  of  insurance.  The  latter  appear  to  have  been 
(as  termed  in  agreement)  ^^  floating  polices,"  coTering  any  goods 
that  were  delivered  to  Soleliao  &  Sons,  and  unless  a  loss 
occurred  which  their  provisions  covered,  created  no  specific 
lien  which  the  plaintiffs  could  enforce. 

Whatever  rights  the  plaintifib  have  against  the  firm  of 
Soleliac  &  Sons  for  conversion  or  misappropriation  of  prop- 
erty, breach  of  contract  or  otherwise,  are  not  here  at  issue,  and 
cannot  be  determined  on  this  trial. 

The  defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  in  their  favor  for 
a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  with  costs* 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Uniok  Ddcb  Savinos  IifSTrnrnoN  agt.  Fbakoib  J.  Clabk  and 

others. 

Mortga^foredontre^  Motion  to  open  dtfcmU  and  mt  itp  d/tf^enm  of  uiwrjf^-- 

Lacke%, 

A  second  mortgagee  may  defend  against  a  prior,  usurious  mortgage. 

The  defense  of  usury  is  legal  and  is  to  be  treated  as  any  other  defense. 

Where  a  second  mortgagee  suffered  a  default  in  the  foreclosure  of  a  first 
mortgage,  being  ignorant  (tf  the  fact  that  the  first  mortgage  was 
usurious : 

HM,  that  upon  this  fact  first  coming  to  thd  knowledge  of  the  second 
mortgagee,  upon  a  trial  between  the  holder  of  the  first  mortgage  and 
the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  the  default  should  be  opened 
and  the  defense  of  usury  allowed  to  be  set  np  by  the  second  mortgagee. 
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BM,  farther,  that  the  second  mortgagee  had  not  lost  this  right  by  laches. 

It  is  an  essential  element  of  laches  or  negligence  that  the  party  charged 
with  it  should  have  knowledge,  or  have  failed  or  omitted  to  obtain 
knowledge  where  it  was  obtainable,  after  notice,  or  circumstances 
which  should  have  induced  an  inquiry  and  an  effort  to  obtain  knowledge. 

Special  Term^  August^  1880. 

Thib  is  a  motion  in  a  f oredoenre  suit  on  behalf  of  defend- 
ant Joseph  Moore,  the  holder  of  a  second  mortgage,  to  open  a 
default,  and  for  leave  to  answer  and  set  np  the  defense  of 
nsnry. 

O.  Jf .  Thompsonj  for  the  motion. 

William  S,  AmauXy  opposed. 

PoTTEB,  e/l  —  This  is  a  motion  to  open  a  default  in  a  suit  to 
foreclose  by  a  prior  mortgagee,  and  suffered  by  a  second  mort- 
gagee. The  excuse  for  suffering  a  default,  was  ignorance  of 
the  fact  of  usury  in  the  first  mortgage,  and  that  this  fact  was 
first  learned  by  this  second  mortgagee  upon  a  trial  between 
the  holder  of  the  first  mortgage  and  the  owner  of  the  equity 
of  redemption.  The  court,  at  general  term,  in  this  case  held 
that  the  answer  interposed  by  the  owner  of  the  equity  of 
rede^mption  substantially  alleged  usury,  and  that  the  defendant 
owner  of  the  equity  should  be  allowed  to  press  it.  The  law 
is  well  settled,  in  this  state,  that  the  second  mortgagee  may 
defend  against  a  prior  usurious  mortgage  {Berden  agt.  Sedge- 
wicJcj  40  Barb.^  359 ;  and  eee  note  upon  Peutren  agt.  MitoheUj 
22  Am.  Bep.y  287).  Has  the  defendant,  Moore,  lost  this  right 
by  laches  ?  The  defendants  showed,  and  there  is  no  contradic- 
tion of  them,  that  at  this  time  of  suffering  the  default,  and 
until  a  trial  was  had,  long  subsequent,  the  defendant,  Moore, 
did  not  know  of  the  usury.  It  is  generally  an  essential  ele- 
ment of  laches  or  negligence  that  the  party  charged  with  it 
should  have  had  knowledge,  or  have  failed  or  omitted  to 
obtain  knowledge  where  it  was  obtainable,  after  notice,  or  cir- 
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cmnfitanceB  which  should  have  induced  an  inquiry  and  an  effort 
to  obtain  knowledge.  No  notice  or  hint  to  the  defendant, 
Moore,  that  the  first  mortgage  was  usurious  is  alleged  or  pre- 
tended. He  must  have  presumed  that  the  first  mortgage  was 
what  it  purported  to  be  on  its  face,  and  that  the  parties  to  it 
had  not  been  guilty  of  violating  the  law  or  committing  a  mis- 
demeanor. The  court,  at  general  term,  has  but  re-announced 
tibe  rule  that  the  defense  of  usury  is  legal,  and  to  be  treated 
as  any  other  legal  defense.  Would  the  court  refuse  to  open 
a  default  under  these  circumstances  to  let  in  any  other  defense  ? 
If  not,  the  application  in  this  case  should  not  be  refused 
because  the  defense  is  usury.  Allowing  a  defendant  to  inter- 
pose a  defense  cannot  delay  the  action,  as  the  question  of 
usury  has  got  to  be  tried  as  to  these  other  defendants.  Besides, 
if  the  plaintiff's  mortgage  is  invalid  against  the  purchaser  of 
the  mortgaged  property,  and  that  is  established,  how  will  the 
plaintiff  suffer  any  harm  by  allowing  the  defendant,  Moore, 
to  maintain  the  same  issue }  If  the  plaintiff  cannot  foreclose 
and  sell  the  premises  under  his  mortgage  by  reason  of  usury, 
of  what  avail  can  it  be  to  him  that  lie  should  hold  a  judgment 
preventing  Moore  fiom  redeeming  premises  which  the  plain- 
tiff does  not  have  a  lien  upon,  and  cannot  acquire  under  a 
decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale  against  the  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises !  The  motion  should  be  granted* 


SUPEEME  OOTJET- 
LoTTis  E.  Howard  et  al.  agt.  Joseph  Pabk,  Jr.,  et  al. 

Brferen4»^  lb  as968$  damages  upon  injunGtian-^whm  ihauid  notbegranted. 

A  reference  to  assess  damages  upon  injunction  should  not  be  granted, 
after  appeal  from  the  judgment  is  perfected,  until  final  decision  upon 
the  appeaL 

JFtrst  Departmenty  General  Term^  e/u^,  1880. 
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Before  Davis,  P.  J.^  Brady  cmd  Babbett,  JJ. 

Appkati  from  order  of  reference  to  assess  damages. 

Fred.  K.  W.  HinHchsy  for  appellants, 

Stephen  A.  WalTcer^  for  respondents. 

Pee  Cueiam.  —  The  case  is  within  the  principle  of  Mas- 
grave  agt.  Sherwood  (76  N.  Z".,  194).  Prior  to  the  time 
when  the  reference  to  assess  damages  was  granted,  the  appeal 
from  the  judgment  had  been  duly  perfected,  consequently, 
under  the  decision  cited,  the  motion  for  such  reference  should 
have  been  dismissed.  The  order  should  be  reversed,  with  ten 
dollars  costs  and  disbursements  of  the  appeal,  and  the  motion 
for  a  reference  to  assess  damages  upon  the  injunction  dismissed 
without  costs,  and  without  prejudice  to  a  renewal  upon  the 
final  decision  of  the  case  upon  appeal. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Walter  M.  Brown  agt.  Katherina  W.  Zeiss  and  J.  D.  Eurtz 
Crook,  as  administrators  of  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits 
of  George  H.  Zeiss,  deceased,  and  others. 

MechiimU^s  Uen^Whsn  it-^Utaehes-^Ifeeessarp parties  to  foredomre^  Oom- 

plaint — Demwrrer. 

Plaintiff  famished  G.  H.  Z.  certain  lumber  which  he  purchased  for  the 
purpose  of  building  fences  and  other  structures  in  his  coal  yard  on 
Avenue  D,  in  the  city  of  New  York.  G.  H.  Z.  agreed  to  pay  cash  for 
the  lumber,  but  after  all  the  lumber  was  furnished  and  used  for  the  pur- 
pose intended,  but  before  it  was  all  paid  for,  G.  H.  Z.  died,  intestate,  and 
the  defendants,  K.  W.  Z.  and  J.  D.  K.  C,  were  appointed  adminis- 
trators. Thereafter,  and  before  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the 
time  of  the  furnishing  of  the  lumber,  the  plaintiff  filed  a  notice  of 
Vol.  LIX  44 
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claim  or  mechanic's  lien,  and  thereafter  commenced  an  action  to  fore- 
close the  same.  The  defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  show  a  sufficient  cause  of  action,  G.  H.  Z.  having 
died  before  the  lien  was  filed  : 

EM,  that  tne  lien  had  attached  before  the  death  of  the  owner,  and  the 
estate  subject  to  the  lien,  and  estate  for  yean,  passed  to  the  adminis- 
trators of  the  owner  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  intestate.  The 
administrators  are  liable  for  the  deficiency,  if  any  there  should  be,  and 

.  the  other  defendants,  who  purchased  the  estate  subject  to  the  lien,  are 
necessary  parties  to  the  foreclosure. 

j^peeial  Termy  February^  1880. 

The  plaintiff  fnmished  the  late  George  H.  Zeiss  certain 
Imnber,  which  said  George  H.  Zeiss  purchased  for  the  pur- 
pose of  building  fences  and  other  structures  in  his  coal  yard 
on  Avenue  D,  in  the  city  of  New  York.  George  H.  Zeiss, 
agreed  to  pay  cash  for  the  lumber,  but  after  all  the  lumber 
was  furnished  and  used  for  the  purpose  intended,  but  before 
it  was  all  paid  for,  Mr.  Zeiss  died  intestate,  and  the  defend- 
ants, Katherina  W.  Zeiss  and  J.  D.  Kurtz  Crook,  were  appointed 
administrators  by  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  Kings. 
Thereafter,  and  before  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the 
time  of  the  furnishing  of  the  lumber  before  mentioned,  the 
plaintiff  filed  a  notice  of  claim  or  mechanic's  lien  in  the 
clerk's  office  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  there- 
after commenced  an  action  to  foreclose  the  same.  The 
defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  did  not  show  a  sufficient  cause  of  action,  Mr.  Zeiss 
having  died  before  the  Uen  was  filed. 

John  L.  BroweTj  for  plaintiff. 

BM^  BcMrUett  <&  WtUon  and  ff»  W.  Hoyden^  for  defendants. 

Vak  Hobsen,  J. — In  the  case  of  Barnes  agt.  Swwnson  (4 
Best  A  S.y  270)  Mr.  justice  Compton  said :  "  When  you  get 
to  these  acts  of  parliament  the  difficulty  is  immense ; "  and 
in  StraUon  agt.  PetiU  (16  C.  B.^  433),  Mr.  justice  Mauxb 
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0aid,  in  referring  to  an  act  of  parliament :  '^  Its  absnrdities 
are  so  great  that  the  f  ramers  themeelves  had  no  very  distinct 
notion  of  its  meaning."  The  same  observations  might  with 
propriety  be  made  respecting  the  mechanics'  lien  act  of  1875. 
There  have  been  a  number  of  acts  on  the  subject  of  mechanics' 
liens,  and  there  was  no  reason  for  leaving  the  conrts  to  guess 
at  what  the  legislature  meant. 

In  the  statute  before  me  the  lien  act  of  1863  bound  the 
land  from  the  time  the  work  was  begun,  notwithstanding  any 
sale,  transfer  or  incumbrance  made  thereafter,  but  the  amend- 
ment of  1866  so  changed  the  law  that  the  mechanics  acquired 
a  lien  upon  that  interest  only  which  the  owner  had  in  the  land 
at  the  time  the  mechanics'  claim  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
county  derk.  The  act  of  1875,  drawn  long  after  the  statutes 
of  1868  and  1866,  ought  to  have  left  no  room  for  doubt  as  to 
the  extent  of  the  lien ;  but  yet  we  find  section  3  and  section  7 
open  to  different  constructions,  by  one  of  which  the  land  is 
bound  from  the  beginning  of  the  work,  and  by  the  other  of 
which  the  land  will  not  be  bound  at  all  if  the  owner  con- 
veys it  before  the  mechanic  files  his  claim.  Section  4  regu 
lates  the  order  of  priority  of  liens.  It  provides  that  any  mort- 
gage, or  any  other  incumbrance,  not  recorded,  and  not  known 
to  the  mechanic,  shall  be  postponed  to  the  claim  of  the 
mechanic ;  but  an  incumbrance,  if  on  record  at  the  time  the 
mechanic's  claim  is  filed,  shall  be  a  lien  on  the  land  superior 
to  the  mechanic's  lien.  The  priority  of  liens,  therefore,  is 
determine!  by  the  dates  at  which  they  become  matters  of  pub- 
lic record.  Section  3  provides  that  if,  at  the  time  the  work 
is  begun,  or  the  furnishing  of  materials  is  begun,  the  person 
who  causes  the  structure  to  be  erected  owns  the  fee,  the  land 
shall  be  subject  to  the  lien ;  but  that  if  such  person  owns  an 
estate  less  than  the  absolute  fee  simple,  then  his  estate,  what- 
soever that  may  be,  shall  be  subject  to  the  lien.  "  Subject  to 
the  lien  "  means  bound  by  the  lien.  The  land  would  not  be 
bound  by  or  subject  to  the  lien,  if  the  owner  could  sell  it  free 
from  the  lien. 
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Under  the  act  of  1875  a  lien  doee  not  owe  its  existence  to 
the  filing  of  the  claim.  That  act  does  not  provide,  as  did 
the  earlier  statutes,  that  on  filing  his  claim  or  giving  notice  the 
mechanic  should  have  a  lien,  but  it  declares  that  the  land,  or 
the  estate  in  the  land  of  the  person  who  causes  the  work  to 
be  done  or  the  materials  to  be  furnished,  shall  be  subject  to  a 
lien  in  favor  of  the  persons  doing  such  work  and  furnishing 
such  materials. 

If  the  mechanic  or  the  material  man  fails  to  perform  his 
contract,  so  that  the  land  owner  owes  him  nothing,  of  course 
there  is  no  lien ;  but  when  the  contract  is  performed  the  right 
to  the  lien  is  complete,  though  that  right  may  be  lost  if  it  be 
not  asserted  by  the  filing  of  a  claim  within  the  period  pre- 
scribed by  statute,  and  though  the  land  owner  cannot  be 
compelled  to  pay  more  than  the  amount  which  at  the  time  of 
the  filing  of  the  claim  he  owes  the  original  contractors. 

It  is  true  that  no  very  good  reason  can  be  perceived  for 
permitting  the  land  owner  to  mortgage  whilst  withholding 
from  him  the  right  to  sell,  and  that  the  mechanic  may  lose 
his  entire  claim  if  a  mortgage  or  a  judgment  becomes  a  matter 
of  record  before  his  claim  is  filed ;  but  these  are  matters  which 
address  themselves  to  the  legislature  and  not  to  the  courts. 
Construiug  section  8  in  connection  with  section  1, 1  think  the 
meaning  of  the  legislature  was  to  bind  the  land  so  that  after 
the  work  begins,  or  the  delivery  of  materials  begins,  the  land 
owner  cannot  convey  the  land  free  from  the  inchoate  lien. 
Section  7  is  not  at  first  blush  in  all  respects  consistent  with 
the  construction.  It  provides  that,  except  as  provided  in  the 
fourth  section,  the  lien  shall  attach,  to  the  extent  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  owner  to  the  contractor,  to  all  the  right,  title  and 
interest  which  the  owner  has  in  the  property  at  the  time  the 
lienor  files  his  claim.  Section  4,  it  will  be  remembered,  pro- 
vides that  any  lien,  mortgage  or  incumbrance  recorded  before 
the  claim  is  filed  shall  have  priority  to  the  mechanic's  lien, 
whilst  the  language  of  section  7  is  ambiguous.  I  am  inclined 
to  the  opinion  that  the  meaning  is,  as  I  have  before  said,  that 
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if  an  incnmbraiice  of  any  kind  is  placed  upon  record  after  the 
work  has  began  and  before  the  claim  iB  filed,  the  lien  shall 
attach  on  snch  interest  only  as  the  owner  has  in  the  land  at 
the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  daim.  To  all  the  right,  title  and 
interest  which  the  owner  then  has  '^  must,  it  seems  to  me, 
mean  that  if  the  interest  of  the  owner  in  the  land  is  dimin- 
ished by  the  recording  of  incumbrances  after  the  work  is 
begun,  the  lien  of  the  mechanic  shall  be  subordinate  to  those 
incumbrances  and  shall  bind  only  that  interest  which,  after 
the  recording  of  the  incumbrances,  remains  in  the  owner." 
The  interest  which  the  owner  then  has  must  be  the  same 
interest  which  he  had  when  the  work  was  begun,  unless  an 
incumbrance  has  meantime  been  recorded.  If  the  land  be 
"subject  to  the  lien"  the  interest  of  the  owner  can  only 
be  changed  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  statute ;  and,  as 
has  been  already  said,  that  change  may  be  effected  by  the 
recording  of  an  incumbrance,  but  cannot  be  by  the  recording 
or  the  making  of  a  sale  or  transfer. 

If  this  be  unreasonable  or  absurd,  the  fault  is  with  the  leg- 
islature, not  with  the  courts. 

If  the  foregoing  views  are  correct  the  demurrer  must  be 
overruled.  The  lien  had  attached  before  the  death  of  the 
owner,  and  the  estate  subject  to  the  lien,  and  estate  for  years, 
passed  to  the  administrators  of  the  owner  as  part  of  the  assets 
of  the  iQtestate.  The  administrators  are  liable  for  the  defi- 
ciency, if  any  there  should  be,  and  the  other  defendants  who 
purchased  the  estate  subject  to  the  lien  are  necessary  parties 
to  the  foreclosure.  The  demurrers  must  be  overruled  with 
leave  to  the  defendants  to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

William  O.  Wilsok,  ap}>ellant,  agt.  Willl^m  H.  Gbajett, 

respondent. 

BUny  qf  proeeedingt  fip(m  judgtneni  qf  foreehwre,  pwding  appecU  to  general 
term,  diecreiionary  ^  Pladiit^  n&t  enti&c4  as  matter  qf  ^ 
undertaking 

A  stay  of  proceedings  upon  judgment  of  foreclosure,  pending  appeal  to 
the  general  term,  is  discretionary  and  plaintiiE  is  not  entitled  as  matter 
of  right  tp  a  deficiency^  undertaking.  Where  the  foreclosure  is  upon 
leasehold  premises,  and  "there  is  a  recdyership  for  application  of  the 
rents,  the  discretion  granting  a  stay  was  fairly  exercised. 

Mrst  Bepartmenty  General  Termy  JtUy^  1880. 

Appeal  from  order  staying  proceedings  npon  a  judgment 
of  foreclosure  and  sale.  The  mortgage  was  npon  leasehold 
premises. 

WiUiam  G.  WUsan,  plaintiff  in  person. 

Mitchell  <b  MitcheUj  for  respondent 

Babbstt^  J.  —  The  order  appealed  from  was  as  favorable 
to  the  plaintijS  as  conld  reasonably  have  been  expected.  All 
that  he  conld  gain  by  a  sale  would  be  the  value  of  the  lease 
under  present  circumstances ;  that  was  substantially  secured 
to  him  by  the  order  appropriating  the  entire  rents.  The  stay 
was  discretionary  under  section  1851  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  and  we  think  the  discretion  was  fairly  exer- 
cised. The  plaintiff  was  not  entitied,  as  matter  of  right,  to 
the  undertaking  for  deficiency  required  by  section  1351; 
that  only  applies  to  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals.  On  an 
appeal  to  the  general  term  the  court  may  grant  a  stay  upon 
such  terms,  as  to  security  or  otherwise,  as  justice  requires.  It 
is  only  when  security  is  exacted  as  a  condition  of  such  stay 
that  the  provisions  of  section  1351  are  applicable.    Here  the 
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reoeivership,  though  not  in  form,  was,  in  snbetanoe,  imposed 
as  a  condition  of  granting  the  etay.  We  think  the  plaintifE 
conld  not  jnstlj  complain  of  that  part  of  the  order  appealed 
from,  it  being  to  his  benefit  and  giving  him  all  the  secnrity 
he  was  entitled  to,  namely,  the  impounding  and  application 
of  the  rents.  The  order  sbonld,  thereforoi  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 
Davib,  p.  J.,  and  Bsaoy,  J.,  concur. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Faibohild  agt.  Faibohild. 

k.  purchaser  at  a  Judicial  sale  will  be  relisTed  from  the  completion  of  his 
purchase  and  his  deposits  will  be  restored,  where  it  appears  that  the 
contract  was  one  which  he  never  intended  to  make,  and  which  he  entered 
into  without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part 

Where  it  appears  that  the  contract  to  purchase  wss  made  in  the  full  belief 
upon  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  and  that  such  belief  was  just  and  reason- 
able; that  the  lots  fronted  and  cornered  upon  Ninth  ayenue  and  Two 
Hundred  and  Fifteenth  street,  when  in  fact  the  lots  did  not  so  front  and 
comer,  but  the  front  or  east  line  of  said  lots  is  325  feet  from  Ninth 
avenue,  as  laid  down  upon  the  official  map,  and  that  the  value  of  said 
lots  is  one-third  less  in  consequence  of  their  location  with  reference  to 
Ninth  avenue: 

JSUd,  that  the  purchaser  should  be  relieved  from  the  performance  of  his 
contract 

At  Chambers^  Av^gust^  1880. 

Motion  bj  Bernard  Tillman,  a  purchaser  at  a  partition  sale, 
to  be  relieved  from  the  completion  of  his  purchase  and  to  haye 
his  deposits  restored. 

Meyer  S.  Isaacs j  for  purchaser. 

JSSward  C.  JameSj  for  plaintiff. 
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Fairchild  agt  FairchUd. 


« 

PoTTEK,  J.  —  Two  or  three  grounds  for  the  relief  asked  for 
are  presented  bj  the  aflSdavits  of  the  purchaser  and  his  attor- 
ney. The  first  and  principal  ground  is,  that  on  the  occasion 
of  the  sale,  which  was  at  public  auction,  the  auctioneer  repre- 
sented, and  a  map  was  used  showing,  that  all  the  lots  purchased 
fronted  on  Ninth  avenue,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  that 
one  of  them  —  to  wit,  lot  No.  87  —  was  a  comer  lot,  formed 
by  the  intersection  of  Two  Hundred  and  Fifteenth  street  and 
Ninth  avenue.  The  notice  of  sale  mentioned  these  lots  as 
four  lots  on  the  south-west  comer  of  Ninth  avenue  and  Two 
Hundred  and  Fifteenth  Etreet ;  and  the  lots  are  described  in 
the  judgment  as  lying  upon  the  Ninth  avenue ;  that  he  bid 
for  said  lots  upon  the  belief  that  said  lots  so  fronted  and  cor- 
nered ;  but  that  the  fact  is  that  these  lots  did  not  so  front  and 
comer,  but  the  front  or  east  line  of  said  lots  is  225  feet  from 
Ninth  avenue,  as  laid  down  upon  the  official  map ;  and  that 
the  value  of  the  lots  is  one-third  less  in  consequence  of  their 
location  with  reference  to  Ninth  avenue.  It  does  not  appear 
from  the  moving  affidavits  when  the  purchaser  learned  the 
lots  did  not  front  on  Ninth  avenue,  nor  that  the  said  official 
map  locating  Ninth  avenue  had  been  made  or  changed  since 
the  purchase.  There  are  no  affidavits  presented  by  the  defend- 
ant. Doubtless  one  would  have  been  presented  showing  the 
location  by  the  city  of  Ninth  avenue  to  have  been  made  since 
the  purchase,  if  such  had  been  the  fact.  I  think,  therefore,  it 
should  be  assumed  upon  this  motion  that  Ninth  avenue  was 
located  221  feet  from  the  site  of  these  lots  at  the  time  of  the 
sale.  I  am  constrained  to  the  conclusion  that  the  contract  to 
purchase  was  made  in  the  full  belief  upon  the  part  of  the 
purchaser,  and  that  such  belief  was  just  and  reasonable,  that 
the  lots  fronted  and  cornered  upon  Ninth  avenue  and  Two 
Hundred  and  Fifteenth  street.  The  conclusion  is  as  plain  as 
it  is  just  that  the  purchaser  should  be  relieved  from  the  per- 
formance of  a  contract  which  he  never  intended  to  make,  and 
which  he  entered  into  without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  his 
part. 
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Hardt  ei  al.  agt  Schulting. 


SUPEEME  COTJBT. 

John  H.  Hardt  et  oZ.,  appellants,  agt.  Hebican  SoHULTiNa^ 

respondent. 

PracUee — Ju^HflcaUan  of  mreUei  on  appeal —JBUfeet  qf  ac0ownment  out  of 

court. 

Where  justification  of  sureties  on  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  has  been 
inadvertentlj  adjourned  "out  of  court,"  the  appellant  has  no  such 
"fixed  right "  to  sue  on  the  undertaking  to  the  general  term  as  presents 
the  court  from  directing  the  new  bond  to  be  filed  nunepro  tune. 

First  Department^  QeTiercH  Termy  Jtdj/y  1880: 

Appeal  from  an  order  granting  leave  to  file  a  bond  on 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  the  judgment  of  this  court, 
nv/MijpTO  tunc. 

WHMcmi  Watsorty  for  appellants. 

C.  B.  Smithy  for  respondents. 

Davis,  P.  J. —  The  point  whether  the  order  appealed  from 
recites  the  papers  used  on  the  motion  seems  to  have  been  dis- 
posed of  on  the  motion  for  resettlement  of  such  order.  The 
cotirt  below  held  substantially  that  the  papers  asked  to  be 
inserted  were  not  used  on  this  motion.  It  would  be  indecorous 
for  us  to  hold  the  contrary  on  conflicting  evidence ;  for  the 
question  is  one  which  in  such  controversies  is  always  sub- 
mitted to  the  decision  of  the  court  below.  We  think  the 
court  had  power  to  allow  the  bond  to  be  filed  nwio  pro  tunc 
under  the  circumstances,  notwithstanding  a  new  bond  could 
have  been  filed  under  the  provisions  of  the  present  Code. 
The  sureties  in  the  first  bond  had  failed  to  appear  and  justify. 
On  objection  of  appellant's  counsel,  the  justice  held  that  the 
justification  had  been  inadvertently  adjourned  ^^  out  of  court " 
Vol.  LIX        45 
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by  him.  It  was  in  his  discretion  whether  he  wonld  relieve 
the  respondent  by  allowing  a  new  bond  to  be  filed  nttnc  pro 
tunc.  If  the  adjonmment  did  not  put  the  proceedings  to 
justify  "  out  of  court,"  the  failure  of  one  surety  to  justify 
would  have  entitled  the  respond^it  to  have  substituted  a  surety 
who  could  justify.  That  was  the  practical  effect  of  what  was 
done.  The  aptpellant  had  no  such  ^^  fixed  right "  to  sue  on  the 
undertaking  on  appeal  to  this  court  as  prevented  the  court 
from  exercising  its  discretionary  power  to  direct  the  new  bond 
to  be  filed  ntme  pro  tunc*  It  might  properly  do  it  for  the 
express  purpose  of  arresting  an  unnecessaiy  litigation.  There 
was  no  abuse  of  discretion,  and  we  think  the  order  should  be 
affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  cost8  and  disbursements. 
£rady  and  Babbett,  JJ.,  concur. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Johnson  Bbos.  &  Co.  and  others  agt.  Bebnabd  Reillt, 

sheriff,  ^c, 

Praetke-^8hffriir-—M»&uii(nu— Action  agai^  shmif  for  faiae  return-^ 
AnBwer^MoM  iuuing  of^prkr  MsmUons  no  dtfoMe, 

In  an  action  agaiost  a  sheriff  to  recover  for  alleged  false  returns  of  several 

ezecutionB,  the  mere  issuing  of  a  prior  execution  is  no  defense  in  itself; 

nor  can  the  sheriff  stultify  his  own  return  so  as  to  Justify  under  another 

execution  which  he  has  also  returoed  unsatisfied. 
It  matters  not  how  many  exeGutions  the  sheriff  may  hare  had,  unless  there 

is  some  averment  showing  that  they  affected  the  plaintiffs'  execution. 

Speoial  Term^  July^  1880. 

JoHNBOor  Bbos.  &  Co.,  Bates,  Reed  &  Cooley,  Lee,  Tweedy 
&  Co.,  and  several  other  judgment  creditors  of  the  late  firm 
of  Rogers  &  Orr  Bros.,  brought  actions  last  spring  against 
•ex-sheriff  Reilly  to  recover,  in  the  aggregate,  about  $35,000 
for  alleged  false  returns  of  the  several  executions  issued  by 
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them  and  levied  upon  the  store  of  the  judgment  debton,  ISTos. 
183, 185  and  187  Eighth  avenue. 

Execntiona  in  favcnr  of  H.  B.  Claflin  &  Co.,  aggregating 
$56,000,  were  previously  levied  on  the  same  property.  The 
sheriff  returned  the  first  execution  of  $31,000  satisfied  to  the 
extent  of  $38,000,  and  unsatisfied  for  the  balance.  In  actions 
Nos.  2  and  3  ntiUa  bona  was  returned  as  well  as  on  all  subse- 
quent  executions. 

The  plaintLb  in  the  sherijOTs  suits  now  claim  that  the  goods 
levied  upon  were  worth  $85,000,  and  were  never  disposed  of 
in  a  legal  manner  by  the  sherifi,  a  large  portion  having  been 
sold  at  retail  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  junior 
execution  creditors,  and  the  balance  at  private  auction  sale, 
without  notice,  &c.,  and  that  as  to  subsequent  execution 
creditors  there  never  was  a  sale,  and  the  property,  or  its 
value,  was  applicable  to  their  several  executions. 

The  sheriff,  in  the  original  answer,  simply  interposed  the 
usual  answer,  in  substance,  putting  in  issue  the  allegation  of 
property  of  the  defendants  applicable  to  the  plaintiff's  execu- 
tions. In  an  amended  answer  they  set  up,  in  paragraphs 
5,  &C.,  the  issuing  of  the  prior  executions  fTos.  2  and  3  in  the 
Olaflin  judgments,  copies  of  which  were  attached  as  schedules. 
The  defendant  then  moved  to  strike  out  this  portion  of  the 
amended  answer  as  irrelevant  and  immaterial  on  flie  ground 
that  the  mere  issuing  of  a  prior  execution  was  no  defense  in 
itself,  and  that  the  sheriff  cannot  stultify  his  own  return  so  as 
to  justify  under  another  execution  which  he  has  also  returned 
unsatisfied,  citing  Paton  agt  WeetervsU  (2  i>t^,  362,  389), 
and  Taume  agt  Orawder  (2  Oar.  <6  P.,  356). 

8.  jPI  JShedandy  for  plaintiffs. 

Vanderpody  Cheen  <b  Ovming^  for  defendants. 

WssfTRBOOK,  J.  —  The  fifth  and  sixth  claims,  with  the- 
schedule  attached,  should  be  stricken  out  because  they  eon- 
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tain,  as  they  stand,  neither  i^  themselves  or  in  any  facts 
averred  in  the  first  defense,  any  defense.  It  is  nowhere  aver- 
red in  that  part  of  the  answer  that  the  executions  in  favor 
of  Claflin  &  Oo.  were  ever  levied  npon  the  property  of  the 
defendants  dnring  their  life  {Smith  agt.  Smithy  60  ilT.  7., 
161),  or  that  they  conld  have  been,  or  that  the  property  was 
exhausted  by  a  sale  thereof  under  such  executions^  or  that  the 
property  was  not  ample  to  satisfy  their  execution  as  well  as 
that  of  plaintifb.  It  matters  not  how  many  other  executions 
the  defendants  may  have  had,  unless  there  is  some  averment 

Motion  granted,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Silas  C.  Cboft  and  others  agt.  Oblo  W.  Riohabdsok  and 

others. 

Bighti  qf  rival  patentees  in  ptUfUMng  their  da»me—JuriidicUon  ef  etate 
eowrte  to  restrain  the puiUeation  by  onepatentee  qf  maUdoue  Kbeli  eancem- 
ing  arwthffr's  busineee,  who  it  seOing  a  eimHar  article  of  manufaeture. 

It  i8  legal  and  proper  for  parties  claiming  rights  under  letters  patent  to  pub- 
lish the  rights  claimed  by  them,  and  to  give  notice  and  warning  of 
prosecutions  of  all  parties  who  violate  the  rights  secured  by  such  patent, 
if  done  in  good  faith,  and  the  courts  will  not  restrain  publication  and 
circulation  of  that  character. 

.But  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  publication  substantially  charges  that  plain- 
tiffs are  prosecuting  a  business  which  is  an  unlawful  interference  with 
the  defendants'  rights,  and  are  Irresponsible  and  hoping  to  make  some- 
thing out  of  it  before  legal  proceedings  are  taken,  and  that  their  efforts 
in  that  direction  are  nefarious: 

^eld,  that  this  language  is  quite  too  ezcessiye  to  convey  simply  informa- 
tion that  plaintiffs  and  their  patrons  have  no  right  to  make  and  sell  the 
article  of  which  they  claim  to  be  the  patentees,  and  are  liable  to  defend- 
ants for  so  claiming,  and  the  state  courts  have  the  right  and  jurisdiction 
.to  restrain  such  publication. 

Special  Term,  July,  1880. 
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This  suit  is  brought  to  recover  damages  on  account  of 
alleged  fake  and  malicious  statements,  threats  and  warnings 
of  defendants  ^o  customers  of  plaintiffs  and  parties  dealing 
or  about  to  deal  with  them,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
defendants  from  further  interference  with  the  business  of 
plaintiffs.  The  defendants  say  that  one  of  them  patented  an 
invention,  for  the  use  of  which  the  other  defendants  pay  a  roy- 
alty ;  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  had  been  in  the  employ 
of  one  of  the  licensees,  after  having  been  dischaiged,  com- 
bined with  the  other  plaintiffis,  and  commenced  to  manufac- 
ture and  sell  the  invention  in  competition  with  the  business  of 
defendants,  in  disregard  and  violation  of  the  patent,  and  the 
publication  complained  of  was  to  protect  the  rights  and  busi- 
ness of  the  licensees  from  this  alleged  unlawful  and  unjust 
encroachment ;  and  the  giving  the  information  they  did,  under 
the  circumstances,  was  not  only  their  right  but  their  duty. 
The  case  came  before  supreme  court,  chambers,  upon  a  motion 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  publishing  and  distributing 
two  circulars.  The  plaintiffs  have  a  patent  for  an  '^  exhibitor  " 
granted  in  1879,  and  defendants'  patent  for  the  same  article 
is  dated  in  1875.  The  circulars  represent  that  plaintiffs  and 
other  irresponsible  parties  are  sending  out  circulars  ^^  trusting 
to  make  a  considerable  profit  before  legal  proceedings  pat  a 
stop  to  their  nefarious  efforts." 

Potter,  J. — "Will  the  law  permit  the  continuation  of  such 
publication}  It  is  legal  and  proper  for  parties,  claiming 
rights  under  letters  patent,  to  publish  the  rights  claimed  by 
them,  and  to  give  notice  and  warning  of  prosecution  of  all 
parties  who  violate  the  rights  secured  by  such  patent,  if 
done  in  good  faith,  and  the  courts  will  not  restrain  publica- 
tion and  circulation  of  that  character  (JSovey  agt.  RviibeT  Co.^ 
57  JSr.  Y.^  119).  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  claim  the  right  to 
dispose  of  a  carpet  exhibitor  under  the  patent  granted  to 
Peterson,  but  do  not  deny  the  existence  or  validity  of  the  pat- 
ent granted  to  defendant  Bichardson,  or  the  defendants'  rights 
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thereunder  to  make  and  dispose  of  the  same.  The  defend- 
ants, however,  do  deny  the  validity  of  plaintiffs'  patent,  and 
the  rights  under  the  same  claimed  and  exercised  by  plaintiffs. 
This  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  disputed 
rights  and  claims  under  patents  granted  by  the  United  States 
government.  But  that  is  not  the  real  question  involved  in 
this  controversy  between  these  parties.  The  plaintifiPs,  while 
not  denying  defendants'  rights  under  the  Bichardson  patent, 
claim  that  they  have  rights  under  the  Peterson  patent,  and 
that  they  are  lawfully  engaged  in  the  business  of  making,  sell- 
ing and  leasing  exhibitors  under  their  patent,  and  that  the 
defendants  are  publishing  false  and  malicious  libels  concern- 
ing the  plaintiffs'  business,  and  their  business  character  and 
transactions.  This  the  state  courts  have  the  right  and  jm'is- 
diction  to  restrain  {Snow  agt.  MUdorij  88  Barb.y  210/  Thor- 
ley  agt.  Massam^  a  case  in  the  English  chancery  division^ 
amd published  in  the  Alha/ny  Law  Journal^  vol.  2ljjpage  171). 
The  circulars  issued  and  distributed  among  the  parties  deal- 
ing with  the  plaintiffs  go  beyond  making  the  claim  that  plain- 
tiffs are  infringing  upon  the  rights  of  the  defendants  and  giv- 
ing notice  of  such  infringement  and  its  legal  ccxisequences. 
They  substantially  charge  the  plaintiffs  are  prosecuting  a  busi- 
ness which  is  an  unlawful  interference  with  the  defendant?' 
ights  and  are  irresponsible  and  hoping  to  make  something 
out  of  it  before  legal  proceedings  are  taken,  and  that  their 
efforts  in  that  direction  are  nefarious.  This  language  is  quite 
too  excessive  and  ill  chosen  to  convey  simply  information 
that  plaintiffs  and  their  patrons  have  no  right  to  make  and 
sell  exhibitors,  and  are  liable  to  defendants  for  so  claiming. 
At  all  events,  I  think  it  quite  safe  to  hold  that  such  language 
is  satisfactory  evidence  of  malice  until  the  defendants  com- 
mence an  action  in  good  faith,  against  the  plaintiffs  or  other 
parties,  to  vindicate  the  rights  which  the  defendants  claim. " 
Motion  granted. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  William  H.  Mundy  for 
a  warrant  against  Riohabb  J.  Mobbison,  Philip  Msbexb 
and  Gbobgb  W.  Mobtok. 

Ths  aw^eriiy  qf  eommmioner»  qf  excue  cf  ths  cUy  of  New  York  to  grant  ale 

and  UefUom»9e$^ 

The  laws  of  this  state  permit  the  granting,  in  the  city  of  New  York»  of 
an  ale  and  beer  license  authorizing  its  sale;  to  be  drank  on  the  prem- 
ises, when  the  party  selling  is  not  licensed  as  a  hotel  keeper.  Buch 
licenses  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  board  of  excise. 

JVew  York  Ohambersy  June,  1880. 


WilUam  H,  Mtmdyy  for  application. 
Menzo  Dief&ndoffy  opposed. 

WssTBBooK,  J. — Application  was  made  to  me  aa  a  judge, 
whilst  holding  court  in  Kew  York  city,  to  issue  a  warrant 
against  the  above-named  parties,  who  are  excise  commission- 
ers of  the  said  city  of  New  ToA,  upon  a  complaint  charging 
them  with^having  illegally  and  contrary  to  law  granted  to 
John  Knell,  of  95  Maiden  lane,  in  said  city,  '^  a  license  to  sell 
ale  and  beer  in  qnantities  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  to 
be  drank  on  the  premises  where  sold,  the  said  John  Enell  not 
being  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel  keeper." 

The  point  upon  which  the  charge  depends  is :  Do  the  laws 
of  this  state  permit  the  granting  in  the  city  of  New  York  of 
an  ale  and  beer  license  authorizing  its  sale,  to  be  drank  on  the 
premises,  when  the  party  selling  is  not  licensed  as  a  hotel 
keeper!  In  other  words,  can  the  excise  board  of  the  city^ 
authorize  ale  or  beer  to  be  sold  and  drank  on  the  premises  of 
the  seller  without  granting  to  him  a  hotel  license  % 
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The  complaint  involves  a  pnre  qnestion  of  law  depending 
on  the  constmction  of  statates,  which  must  be  decided  upon 
the  laws  as  they  are  withont  any  regard  to  my  own  notion  of 
what  they  ought  to  be. 

By  the  act  of  1857,  as  originally  passed,  entitled  ^^An  act 
to  suppress  intemperance  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors,"  and  the  sixth  section  thereof,  no  such  license 
could  be  granted. 

By  chapter  866  of  the  Laws  of  1869,  however,  which  both 
its  title  and  provisions  show  was  amendatory  of  the  act  of  1857, 
and  by  its  fourth  section  it  is  provided :  ^^All  the  provisions 
of  this  act  as  amended  shall  be  held  to  apply  to  the  sale  of  ale 
or  beer,  except  so  much  thereof  as  forbids  the  granting  of 
license  to  any  person,  except  to  such  persons  as  propose  to 
keep  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel ;  and  the  commissioners  of  excise 
may,  in  their  discretion,  grant  license  for  the  sale  of  ale  or 
beer,  for  a  sum  not  less  than  ten  dollars,  to  other  than  those 
who  propose  to  keep  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel ;  and  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act  shall  extend  to  all  portions  of  the  state  except 
the  Metropolitan  police  district." 

The  reason  of  the  exception  of  the  Metropolitan  police  dis- 
trict from  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1869  was  this :  By 
chapter  578  of  the  Laws  of  1866,  a  separate  act  existed  there- 
for,  excepting  the  county  of  Westchester,  which  authorized  a 
license  within  such  district  ^^  to  any  person  or  persons  of  good 
moral  character,  and  who  shall  be  approved  by  them,  permit- 
ting him  and  them,  for  one  year  from  the  time  the  same  shall 
be  granted,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  at  any  one  named  place 
within  said  Metropolitan  police  district,  exclusive  of  the 
county  of  Westchester,  strong  and  spirituous  liquors,  wines, 
ale  and  beer,  in  quantities  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time, 
upon  receiving  a  license  fee  to  be  fixed  in  their  discretion, 
and  which  shaQ  not  be  less  than  thirty  nor  more  than  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars."  That  act  allowed  licenses  to  ^^sell 
itrong  and  spirituous  liquors,  wines,  ales  and  beer  in  quanti- 
ties less  than  five  gallons  at  a  thne,"  to  be  granted  without 
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the  ifiSTiing  of  one  to  keep  a  hotel,  to  any  person  within  the 
district  to  which  such  act  referred  {People  agt.  Smithy  69  -ZT. 
Y.y  175 ;  seepage  179). 

To  return,  however,  from  this  digression  to  the  act  of  1857, 
and  the  amendments  of  1869.  By  a  well-known  rule  of  law, 
the  amendments  made  by  the  latter  to  the  former  became  and 
were,  from  the  date  of  the  enactment,  parts  of  the  original 
act,  so  that  when  the  act  of  1857  is  thereafter  referred  to, 
unless  there  be  some  words  used  indicating  the  contrary,  the 
act  as  amended  is  intended,  as  much  so  as  when  a  reference  is 
made  to  a  physical  object,  which  at  the  time  of  such  refer- 
ence is  in  a  changed  or  altered  form,  the  object  as  so  changed 
or  altered  is  thereby  designated  {Dexter  <b  Idmerick  PUmk 
Road  Company^.  AUen^  16  Barbour^  15  ;  seepages  16-17). 
This  doctrine  is  well  illustrated  in  the  quaint  language  of  an 
old  case  (Bayli/  agt.  Mv/rm^  1  Yentnri^  HeportSj  246),  cited 
with  approbation  in  Potter^s  Dwarris  on  Statutes  {page  190): 
^^  Because  the  14th  JEliz.  is  a  kind  of  appendix  to  the  13th  of 
£Ub.,  and  does  not  repeal  it,  but  sui  modo  a  little  enlarging  it 
as  to  houses  in  market  towns ;  wherefore  the  18th  of  EU2.j 
reciting  the  13th  does  by  consequence  recite  the  14th  also." 

By  section  6  of  chapter  175  of  the  Laws  of  1870,  the  sepa- 
rate act  {chapter  578,  Zaws  of  1866)  in  regard  to  the  Metro- 
politan police  district  was  repealed  '^  and  the  provisions  of  the 
act  passed  April  sixteenth,  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-seven  " 
{i.  e.y  the  act  entitled  ^^  an  act  to  suppress  intemperance  and  to 
regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,"  as  it  read  in  1870  by 
force  of  the  amendment  made  In  1869),  "  except  where  the 
same  are  inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  shall  be  taken  and  construed  as  a  part  of  this  act,  and  be 
and  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  throughout  the  whole  of 
this  state." 

That  act  now  prevents  not  only  in  the  city  of  New  York, 

but  anywhere  in  the  state,  the  granting  of  any  license,  except 

as  part  of  one  authorizing  the  keeping  of  an  inn,  tavern, 

or  hotel,  to  "  sell  strong  or  spirituous  liquors  or  wines  to  be 

Vol.  LIX        46 
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drank  upon  the  premiBes,"  becaofle  the  proviBions  of  the  act 
of  1857  are  still  operative  ^^  ezoept  where  the  same  are  inoon- 
fiifitent  or  in  conflict  with  the  provisions "  thereof ;  and  the 
act  of  1857  having  expressly  forbidden  the  granting  of  any 
such  licenses  except  to  hotel  keepers,  the  coart  of  appeals  in 
The  People  agt.  SmWi  (69  N.  Y.,  175)  decided  that  that  pro- 
vision of  the  act  of  1857  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  act  of 
1870,  and  was  therefore  by  the  language  of  the  act  of  1870, 
to  '^  be  taken  and  constmed  as  a  part  thereof." 

There  is  no  direct  provision  in  the  act  of  1870  for  the  grant- 
ing of  ale  or  beer  licenses  as  suchi  bat  authority  is  given  ^^  to 
sell  and  dispose  of  *  *  *  strong  and  spiritaoos 
liqaors,  wines,  ales  and  bew  in  quantities  less  than  five  gal- 
lons at  a  time."  This  general  license,  however,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  court  of  appeals  have  held  could  not  be  granted 
except  to  a  hotel  keeper,  because  the  restrictions  placed  upon 
the  granting  of  licenses  to  sell  ^^  strong  or  spirituous  liquors 
or  wines  to  be  drank  upon  the  premises,"  by  the  act  of  1857 
were  not  repealed,  but  were  in  full  force.  But  the  act  of  1857 
(as  amended,  for  in  1870  the  amendments  were  a  part  of  it)  also 
provided  for  the  granting  of  licenses  "for  the  sale  of  ale  or 
beer  *  *  *  to  other  than  those  who  propose  to 
keep  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel,"  and  as  that  provision  was  not  at 
all  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  1870,  which,  whilst  it  pro- 
vided for  a  general  license  to  sell. all  kinds  of  intoxicating 
drinks  to  be  granted,  as  held  by  the  court  of  appeals,  only  in 
connection  with  a  tavern  or  hotel  license,  did  not  abrogate  and 
annul  the  power  to  grant  ale  or  beer  license  only,  it  must  now 
(for  the  act  of  1870  so  requires)  ^^  be  taken  and  construed  as  a 
part "  thereof,  and  be  deemed  to  be  "  in  full  force  and  effect 
throughout  the  whole  of  the  state."  In  other  words,  the 
power  to  grant  a  general  license  to  sell  intoxicating  drinks, 
including  ale  and  beer,  conferred  by  the  act  of  1870,  which 
can  only  be  granted  to  a  hotel  keeper,  is  not  inconsistent  with, 
and  does  not  take  away  the  power  to  grant  an  ale  or  beer 
license  only  to  a  person  not  a  hotel  keeper,  which  the  act  of 
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1857,  as  amended  in  1869  authorized,  and  therefore  such  pro- 
vision of  the  act  of  1857,  because  it  is  not  inconsistent  with 
said  act  of  1870,  is  by  said  act  of  1870  made  applicable  to 
"the  whole  of  the  state." 

The  full  argument,  which  has  been  for  its  proper  under- 
standing somewhat  protracted,  may  be  thus  tersely  stated : 
By  the  act  of  1857,  as  amended  in  1869,  in  addition  to  one 
permitting  the  sale  of  intoxicating  drinks  in  small  quantities 
not  to  be  drank,  however,  upon  the  premises  of  the  seller,  two 
kinds  of  licenses  could  be  granted.  First,  A  license  to  sell 
strong  and  spirituous  liquors  and  wines  to  be  drank  on  the 
premises  of  the  persons  licensed,  to  be  granted  only,  however, 
to  persons  who  kept  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel ;  and  second.  An 
ale  or  beer  license  "to  others  than  those  who  propose  to  keep 
an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel."  This  ale  or  beer  license,  however, 
was  engrafted  in  1869,  upon  the  act  of  1857,  and  was  not 
applicable  to  the  Metropolitan  police  district,  for  which  a  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  license  law  existed,  passed  in  1866,  under 
which  a  general  license  to  sell  all  kinds  of  intoxicating  drinks 
could  be  issued,  although  the  person  licensed  kept  no  inn, 
tavern  or  hotel.  In  1870,  however,  another  license  law  was 
passed,  which  repealed  the  local  Metropolitan  police  district 
act,  and  made  such  act  of  1870,  and  the  act  of  1857  as 
changed  and  amended  in  1869,  when  not  inconsistent  with 
the  act  of  1870,  applicable  to  the  whole  state.  The  act  of 
1870  did  not  profess  to  take  away  the  power  to  grant  a  license 
for  the  sale  of  ale  and  beer  only,  nor  was  the  right  to  grant  a 
general  license  to  sell  all  intoxicating  drinks,  including  ale 
and  beer,  inconsistent  with  the  special  license  allowed  by  the 
act  of  1857,  as  amended  in  1869,  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  beer 
only,  and  'because  not  repealed  or  inconsistent  with  the  act  of 
1870,  such  authority  to  grant  ale  and  beer  licenses  only  became 
from  that  time  operative  over  the  whole  state,  including  of 
course  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  because  said  act  of 
1870  so  expressly  provides. 

It  follows,  of  course,  that  the  defendants  in  granting  the 
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license  complained  of  violated  no  law  and  were  guilty  of  no 
offense,  and  that  no  warrant  can  issne  to  bring  them  before 
me  to  answer.  It  is  their  dntj  to  execute  the  law  as  it  is, 
and  both  they  and  judges  are  to  interpret  it  as  it  reads,  and 
neither  are  responsible  for  provisions  which  may  not  meet 
their  approval  as  citizens. 

The  foregoing  opinion  was  prepared  to  this  point  some 
days  ago.  Since  its  preparation  my  attention  has  been 
drawn  to  a  decision  of  a  brother  judge  (judge  Barnard), 
which,  as  reported  in  the  public  press,  holds  that  there  is  no 
power  now  to  grant  anywhere  in  the  state  a  license  for  the 
sale  of  ale  and  beer  only,  separate  and  apart  from  a  hotel 
license.  The  sincere  respect  entertained  for  his  learning  and 
judgment  has  induced  me  to  review  my  conclusion  hereinbe- 
fore expre8sed,*but  such  review  has  not  in  the  least  shaken 
my  conviction.  After  careful  and  further  reflection  I  am  still 
constrained  to  hold  that  the  act  of  1870,  when  it  declares, 
^^  the  provisions  of  the  act  passed  April  16, 1857,  except  when 
the  same  are  inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  shall  be  taken  and  considered  as  a  part  of  this  act, 
and  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  throughout  the 
whole  of  this  state,"  refers  to  the  act  of  1857,  as  it  read,  when 
such  language  was  used,  and  not  to  it  as  originally  enacted. 
The  reference  to  the  act  is  a  general  one  and  there  are  no 
words  limiting  and  controlling  the  reference.  The  amend- 
ments of  1869  were  then  part  and  parcel  thereof,  as  much  so 
as  its  original  provisions.  It  is  not  the  act  CM  parsed  in  1857 
which  is  made  operative  over  the  entire  state,  but  "  the  act " 
of  1857,  or  ''passed''  in  1857,  for  either  word— "of"  or 
'^  passed  "  —  in  that  connection  has  the  same  signification.  If 
the  act  of  1870  had  declared  that  the  act  of  1857  was  thereby 
repealed,  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  the  entire  law  as  it  read 
in  1870,  with  all  its  amendments  engrafted  thereon  and  then 
forming  integral  parts  thereof,  would  have  been  abrogated, 
and,  therefore,  when  the  act  of  1870  does  not  profess  to  repeal 
that  of  1857,  but  re-enacts,  all  the  provisions  of  the  latter 
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not  inconsistent  with  its  own  and  extends  them  over  the  entire 
state,  that  such  enactment  and  extension  apply  not  only  to 
its  original  proYisions,  but  to  all  others  which  had  since 
become  and  then  were  substantial  and  Tital  portions  thereof. 
It  certainly,  as  it  may  be  urged,  would  have  been  easy  for  the 
legislature,  in  speaking  of  the  act  of  1857,  to  have  added  the 
words  "  as  amended,"  and  it  would  have  been  equally  easy  if 
the  amendments  were  not  also  made  applicable  to  the  whole 
state,  to  have  so  declared  in  plain  words.  Keither,  however, 
has  been  done,  and  the  simple  question  then  is,  does  a  general 
reference  to  a  statute,  which  at  the  time  of  such  reference  is 
in  an  amended  form,  intend  die  statute  as  originally  passed,  or 
the  statute  as  it  reads  at  the  time  of  such  reference  ?  This 
question  can  only  admit  of  one  answer,  as  shown  in  the  former 
part  of  this  opinion,  and  that  must  be,  such  a  reference  is  to 
the  act  as  amended. 

There  is  also  another  answer  to  any  assertion,  if  such  has 
been  made,  that  there  is  no  authority  now  in  boards  of  excise 
to  grant  an  ale  or  beer  license  in  any  part  of  the  state 
outside  of  the  old  Metropolitan  police  district,  and  it  is  this : 
The  question  before  me  is,  was  the  act  of  1869,  because 
amendatory  of  the  act  of  1857,  expressly  extended  over  the 
city  of  New  York  by  the  act  of  1870  ?  Unless  this  question 
can  be  answered  in  the  afSrmative  the  complaint  against  the 
police  commissioners  of  the  city  of  New  York  is  well  founded, 
for  the  act  of  1869  excepted  such  city,  as  a  part  of  the  Metro- 
politan police  district,  from  its  provisions.  Suppose,  however, 
I  am  wrong  in  the  conclusion  that  the  act  of  1870,  by  extend- 
ing the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1857  over  the  whole  state, 
thereby  also  necessarily  extended  the  act  of  1869,  which  was 
simply  amendatory  of  that  of  1857,  over  the  same  territory, 
when  and  where  was  the  provision  of  such  act  of  1869  per- 
mitting the  commissionerB  of -excise  to  ^^grant  licenses  for  the 
sale  of  ale  or  beer  *  *  *  to  other  than  those 
who  propose  to  keep  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel,"  and  which  pro- 
vision was  declared  to  ^^  extend  to  all  portions  of  the  state 
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except  the  Metropolitan  police  district,"  repealed?  There 
certainly  is  no  statute  which  directly  repeals  it ;  and  as  repeals 
by  implication  are  not  favored  in  the  law  it  mnst  be  shown 
tliat  some  later  statute  contains  provisions  necessarily  incon- 
sistent therewith  before  a  right  so  clearly  and  expressly  con- 
ferred can  be  taken  away.  A  careful  search  by  me  has  failed 
to  discover  any  subsequent  enactment  which  is  repugnant 
thereto.  Plainly  the  act  of  1870  is  not  inconsistent  there- 
with, for  that,  as  we  have  shown  in  the  former  part  of  the 
opinion,  only  confers  the  power  to  grant  a  general  license  for 
the  sale  of  all  intoxicating  drinks  to  a  hotel  keeper ;  and  such 
general  license  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  special  one  for  the 
sale  of  ale  or  beer  only  by  an  individual  who  is  not  a  hotel 
keeper.  The  two  licenses  are  of  course  different,  but  differ- 
ence and  repugnance  are  not  synonymous  expressions.  A 
power  to  do  several  acts  under  circumstances  clearly  pre- 
scribed is  not  incompatible  with  or  repugnant  to  an  authority 
to'  do  only  one  of  those  acts  under  a  different  condition  of 
things,  though  the  two  grants  are  certainly  unlike.  This 
proposition  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  discussion,  and  the  ques- 
tion may,  therefore,  well  be  repeated,  when  and  where  was 
the  authority  given  by  the  act  of  1869  to  grant  an  ale  or  beer 
license  anywhere  in  the  state,  except  in  the  Metropolitan 
police  district,  taken  away  ?  If  it  has  been  I  have  been  una- 
ble to  discover  the  repealing  statute.  Indeed,  it  was  plumply 
decided  as  early  as  December,  1874,  by  the  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court  for  the  third  department,  held  by  judges 
BooKES,  CouKTBTMAK  and  Lastdon  (jyRourhe  agt.  The  Peo- 
ple^ 8  Hwfhj  225),  that  the  power  to  grant  ale  or  beer  licenses 
still  existed.  The  opinions  of  judges  Bookbb  and  Ooinmer- 
HAK  in  that  case  are  so  exhaustive  as  to  leave  nothing  to  be 
said,  and  are,  therefore,  inferred  to  as  conclusive  upon  the 
question  at  issue.  Now  if,  to  make  the  argument  applicable 
to  the  case  before  me,  it  be  conceded,  as  it  seems  to  me  it 
must,  that  the  power  to  grant  such  Hcenses  anywhere  in  the 
state,  except  in  the  Metropolitan  police  district,  exists,  why 
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should  the  act  of  1870  be  bo  oonetraed  as  to  make  that  district 
an  exception  to  the  rest  of  the  state  ?  The  act  of  1870  cer- 
tainly repealed  its  local  exdse  law  and  intended  to  extend  aQ 
the  provisions  regulating  the  sale  of  intoxicating  drinks  in  the 
residue  of  the  state  over  that  locality.  If  it  has  not  done  so, 
it  is  because  of  a  failure  to  .express  the  plain  purpose.  No 
proper  construction  of  language  used,  as  we  have  endeavored 
to  show,  makes  such  a  conclusion  necessary ;  and  the  evident 
propriety  of  so  construing  statutes  as  to  work  equally  rather 
than  unequally  over  the  whole  state,  fortifies  the  argument 
already  made  to  demonstrate  that  the  act  of  1870,  in  extend- 
ing the  provisions  of  that  of  1857  over  its  entire  territory, 
necessarily  carried  those  of  1869,  which  had  become  a  part  of 
such  act  of  1857,  with  them. 

To  prevent  any  misapprehension  as  to  the  scope  of  the  fore- 
going opinion  it  should  be  added  that  whilst,  in  my  judgment, 
the  parties  complained  of  committed  no  crime  in  granting  a 
license  for  the  sale  of  ale  or  beer,  that  it  is  not  held  that  any 
obligation  to  grant  licenses  of  that  character  devolves  upon 
boards  of  excise.  No  such  question  is  involved  in  the  pro- 
ceeding before  me,  but  as  the  act  is  very  dear  {section  4, 
chapter  856  ofLanjoa  of  1869)  it  may  not  be  improper  to  say, 
in  its  very  words,  that  such  licenses  are  ^^  in  their  discretion." 


SUPEEME  OOmtT. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  Jaits  Knapp,  as  executrix,  &c« 

Attorney  cMd  elimi — Their  TfiUabm%a»  to  wmpm9aU(m'—AtUn^^ 
againot  eaeGUtpn-^AUomeg  not  enUMt  to  eharffi  for  hit  i&niods  ao  a 
loltbifiit. 

It  is  the  dutj  of  the  coart,  in  a  case  where  an  attorney  retains  money  col- 
lected by  him,  as  compensation  fbr  professional  services  rendered  and 
disbiu'sements  expended  by  him,  to  see  to  it  that  while  the  attorney  is 
protected  in  his  legal  rights,  and  fairly  compensated  for  his  services,  he 
does  not  take  the  slightest  advantage  of  his  particular  relations  to  his 
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client,  or  of  the  fact  that  the  disputed  moneys  are  in  his  own  hands  and 
may  be  retained  by  him  under  his  lien  until:  his  compensation  is 
adjusted. 

It  must  be  shown,  where  the  charges  are  against  an  executor,  not  only 
that  they  are  a  fair  compensation  for  such  services,  but  that  they  were 
the  proper  subject  of  charges  against  an  executor,  and  were  necessary 
under  the  circumstances. 

Interviews  with  creditors  of  the  estate  and  the  answering  of  their  inquiries 
are  not  the  proper  basis  of  a  claim  against  the  client  of  the  attorney. 

A.  lawyer  has  no  right,  while  acting  merely  as  a  lobbyist,  to  ask  the  court 
to  consider  him  as  entitled  to  the  protection  and  compensation  generally 
regarded  as  due  to  the  office  of  attorney  and  counselor. 

Fi/r8t  D&pa/riment,  Oenercil  Term^  September^  1880. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term,  denying  petition  for 
order  directing  payment  of  moneys  collected,  &c. 

John  McOrone^  for  appellant. 

ATnhroae  Monellj  tor  respondent. 

Davis,  P.  J. — The  right  of  an  attorney  to  retain  in  his 
hands  moneys  collected  by  him,  as  compensation  for  profes- 
sional services  rendered  and  for  disbursements  expended  by 
him,  is  settled  {Bowling  Oreen  Savings  Bank  agt.  Todd,  52 
2r.  T.y  489).  It  is  qnestionable  whether  it  wonld  not  have  been 
better  for  the  morale,  as  it  certainly  would  for  the  reputation  of 
the  profession  if  it  had  been  otherwise  adjudicated.  The  temp- 
tation, where  money  is  already  in  an  attorney's  hands,  to  make 
his  charges  square  with  the  total  of  his  ^ebit  would  not  then 
have  existed  with  the  same  force,  nor  would  the  sarcastic  and 
severely  unjust  definition  of  a  lawyer,  as  ^^  one  who  rescues 
your  estate  from  your  enemy  and  keeps  it  himself/'  have  been 
so  often  apparently  just.  No  duty  to  be  performed  by  a 
court  is  more  delicate  and  embarrassing  than  the  disposing  of 
controversies  between  attorneys  and  their  clients  in  relation  to 
the  payment  of  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  former,  and  which 
are  retained  and  claimed  as  compensation  for  services.    Clients 


NBW  YORK  PRA.CnCE  REPORTS.  869 

Matter  of  Enapp. 

who  claim  to  be  aggrieved  are  apt  to,  and  always  do  if  beaten, 
suppose  that  the  attorney  is  favored  and  protected  by  the 
conrt,  while  on  the  other  hand,  the  attorney,  if  compelled  to 
refund  what  he  believes  he  has  properly  applied  to  his  jnst 
and  reasonable  charges,  fancies  that  his  professional  relations 
to  the  courts  have  induced  them  to  apply  to  his  case  harsher 
rules  than  govern  ordinary  litigations.  It  is  the  duty,  however, 
of  the  court  in  such  cases,  which  are  addressed  lai^ly  to  the 
judicial  conscience,  to  see  to  it  that  while  the  attorney  is  pro^ 
tected  in  his  legal  rights  and  fairly  compensated  for  his  serv- 
ices, he  does  not  take  the  slightest  advantage  of  his  particu- 
lar relations  to  his  client,  or  of  the  fact  that  the  disputed 
moneys  are  in  his  own  hand^  and  may  be  retained  under  his 
lien  until  his  compensation  is  adjusted.  He  must  not  be  per- 
mitted in  any  case  to  demand  and  receive  more  than  his  just 
compensation  by  operating  upon  any  fear  of  his  client,  real 
or  imaginary,  that  his  possession  of  the  funds  is  a  ^^  coign  of 
vantage  "  from  which  he  cannot  easily  be  dislodged,  or  through 
a  belief  that  he  can  make  a  contest  over'the  claim  more  inju- 
rious to  his  client  than  submission  to  an  inequitable  demand. 
In  the  case  now  before  us,  it  is  very  plain  that  the  attorney 
rendered  much  and  valuable  service  to  the  petitioner  and  her 
testator ;  and  evidence  was  given  before  the  referee  by  able 
and  honorable  lawyers  to  the  effect  that  the  sum  retained  was 
no  more,  in  their  opinion,  than  a  fair  compensation  for  the 
services  he  testified  he  had  rendered.  But  the  witnesses  and 
the  referee  did  not  closely  look  into^the  nature  of  the  services, 
with  a  view  to  see  whether  they  should  all  have  been,  or  were, 
the  proper  subject  of  charges  against  the  petitioner  ;  or 
whether,  although  rendered,  they  were  satisfactorily  shown  to 
have  been  necessary  under  the  circumstances.  These  are 
questions  which  we  feel  bound  to  consider.  Among  the  items 
of  the  account  are  these :  "  General  professional  services  ren- 
dered the  executrix  in  regard  to  claims  against  the  estate,  and 
various  consultations  with  her  in  reference  thereto,  interviews 
innumerable  with  various  creditors  of  the  estate,  $250.  Gen 
Vol.  LIX        47 
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end  profeesioxial  eervioes  rendered  in  reference  to  the  daims 
presented  against  estate  of  Knapp,  indnding  at  least  fifty 
interviews  with  the  different  creditors,  $200."  Succeeding 
these  are  nnmerons  charges  itemized  and  specified  for  services 
in  all  the  lit^tions  of  the  petitioner  and  her  testator,  in 
which  the  respondent  seems  to  have  been  employed ;  and  for 
various  services  outside  of  the  litigation  and  relating  to 
the  estate.  In  respect  to  the  above  charge  of  $250,  the 
respondent  testified:  ^^Mr.  Knapp  had  a  very  large  number 
of  creditors,  mostly  workmen,  who  had  worked  upon  build- 
ings where  he  had  contracts,  and  they  had  claims  against  him. 
They  were  constantly  calling  at  my  office.  I  got  them  to  pre- 
:sent  their  claims  in  the  proper  way,  and  they  kept  calling  on  me 
to  see  whether  their  claims  would  be  paid.  These  are  the  serv- 
ices for  which  I  make  charge  in  my  bill."  And  when  asked 
^'  Did  you  render  these  services  to  Mrs.  Knapp  ? "  the  answer 
was  ^^It  was  rendered  in  the  general  course  of  my  business 
with  this  claim."  ^^  What  had  this  to  do  with  the  claim  ? 
Nothing,  except  the'creditors  were  looking  after  the  claim  out 
of  which  they  were  to  be  paid,  and  they  knew  that  I  had  it  in 
chaige."  It  is  apparent  from  the  testimony  that  there  is  no 
other  foundation  for  the  item  than  the  fact  that  creditors 
of  the  estate  were  running  into  the  respondent's  office  to 
inquire  how  he  was  getting  along  with  the  claim  against  the 
city,  and  his  answering  their  inquiries  is  substantially  those 
services  for  which  $260  is  charged.  He  was  not  employed  by 
the  executrix  to  make  such  answers.  If  they  were  the  sub- 
ject of  charges,  the  persons  making  the  inquiries  should  pay 
the  same ;  but.  it  seems  plain  they  were  nothing  more  than 
that  kind  of  incidental  annoyance  to  which  every  lawyer  who 
is  prosecuting  claims  on  behalf  of  an  estate  is  constantly  sub- 
jected by  creditors  who  are  anxious  to  ascertain  the  sources 
from  which  payment  may  be  expected.  Such  inquiries  are 
answered  by  courtesy,  and  it  requiries  some  ingenuity  to  tor- 
ture them  into  the  basis  of  a  claim  against  a  client  of  the 
attorney.    It  is  highly  probable  that  the  creditors  would  have 
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refrained  from  the  inquiriee  if  they  had  supposed  each  inqniry 
'wss  diminishing  the  sum  out  of  which  they  hoped  to  receive 
their  pay.  I  think  the  referee  should  have  disallowed  the 
item.  In  reference  to  the  item  of  $200,  there  is  practically 
no  explanation  in  the  testimony.  It  looks  very  much  as 
though  it  was  interposed  to  swell  an  apparent  aggregate  to 
a  sum  that  would  make  a  gross  charge  of  $4,000  look  more 
reasonable.  The  referee  fixed  the  value  of  the  services  at  a 
gross  sum.  We  cannot  distinctly  see  that  he  allowed  any  par- 
ticular item  as  charged  in  the  aocoxmt ;  but  we  think  it  our 
duty  to  scrutinize  closely  such  items  as  seem  to  have  no  sub- 
stantial basis.  This  charge  is  also  made  wholly  or  in  part  for 
answering  the  casual  and  frequent  inquiries  of  creditors,  and 
falls,  in  part  at  least,  within  the  criticism  given  to  the  item 
of  $250. 

The  portion  of  the  bill  for  services  in  suits  and  litigations 
and  proceedings  in  the  surrogate's  court,  seem  to  have  been 
properly  allowed. 

The  bill  includes  charges  for  attendance  and  disbursements 
at  Albany  to  procure  the  passage  of  a  general  act  of  the  leg- 
islature, under  which  claims  of  the  kind  for  which  suit  was 
brought  by  the  respondent  for  the  testator  could  be  audited  by 
a  commissioner,  and  paid.  The  charge  is  for  attendance 
seventy-eighth  days  at  Albany  at  thirty  dollars  per  day,  and  for 
expenses  amounting  to  $661.18.  For  the  most  part  tliese  serv- 
ices were  not  professional.  They  appear  from  the  testimony 
of  the  respondent  to  have  been  in  part  services  which  a  law- 
yer may  properly  render  in  appearing  before  a  committee  of 
the  legislature,  and  explaining  and  advocating  the  passage  of 
a  bill  for  the  benefit  of  a  client ;  but  by  far  the  greater  part 
appears  to  have  been  what  is  commonly  called  "  lobbying,*'  a 
sort  of  business  which  has  never  received  the  encomiums  of 
the  courts,  and  never  been  accepted  as  within  the  scope  of  pro^ 
fessional  duty  or  service.  A  lawyer  may  do  it,  it  is  true,  as 
he  may  do  a  great  many  other  things  outnde  of  his  profession, 
but  he  has  no  right,  while  acting  merdy  as  a  lobbyist,  to  ask 
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the  court  to  consider  him  as  entitled  to  the  protection  and 
compensation  generally  regarded  as  due  to  the  office  of  attor- 
ney and  counselor.  I  think  it  would  have  been  better  to  have 
remanded  claims  for  such  services  to  the  consideration  of  a 
jury,  upon  "  a  quwrvhim  meruit  for  work,  labor  and  services," 
rather  than  to  treat  them  as  claims  for  the  exercise  of  legal 
knowledge  and  skill.  It  does  not  satisfactorily  appear  why  it 
was  necessary  to  harass  the  legislature  die  m  diem  for  fifty- 
eight  days  of  a  single  sef>sion  to  procure  the  passage  of  a  gen- 
eral act,  the  merits  of  which  were  so  apparent,  as  to  receive 
the  recommendation  of  the  chief  financial  officer  of  the  city. 
The  respondent  describes  his  services  in  attending  the  legis- 
lature of  1877  as  follows:  ^'I  was  in  attendance  at  Albany 
every  week  of  the  session  of  the  legislature  of  1877  for  two 
to  four  days.  I  generally  went  up  with  the  members  on 
Monday  and  came  down  with  them  on  Friday  when  they 
returned.  Q.  Now  what  were  the  special  services  that  you 
rendered  ?  A.  Were  generally  done  in  introducing  and  pro- 
curing the  passage  of  the  bill,  including  various  attendances 
before  the  committee.  Q.  What  committee?  A.  In  the 
senate,  the  committee  on  cities,  and  in  the  house,  the  judiciaiy 
committee.  Q.  How  many  arguments  did  you  make  before 
each  committee  %  A.  At  least  three  before  each  committee. 
Q.  How  long  a  time  did  these  arguments  occupy  ?  A.  Not  a 
very  long  time ;  they  would  not  let  you  speak  very  long  there. 
Q.  What  else  occupied  your  time  after  the  arguments  were 
concluded  ?  A.  Endeavoring  to  secure  assistance  for  the  pas- 
sage of  the  bill ;  *  *  *  talking  to  the  members 
of  the  legislature,  explaining  the  bilL"  There  do  not  appear 
to  have  been  any  improper  appliances  used  to  procure  the  pas- 
sage of  the  bill ;  but  it  seems  strange  that  such  long  persist- 
ency of  effort  should  have  been  required  for  its  passage.  A 
lawyer's  time,  labor  and  expenses  in  the  line  of  his  profession 
may  be  worth  forty  dollars  a  day,  but  this  work  was  not  in 
the  line  of  his  profession,  so  far  as  it  was  outside  of  legiti- 
mate arguments  before  the  committees.    It  seeips  hard  that  the 
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petitioner  should  be  compelled  to  bear  the  bnrden  of  profes- 
sional prices  for  services  altogether  non-professional  in  procur- 
ing the  passage  of  a  general  act  under  which  she  shares,  with 
many  others,  benefits  common  to  all.  Certainly  the  respond- 
ent should  have  made  known  to  her  what  he  was  doing  and 
charging,  and  given  her  some  opportunity  to  decide  for  her- 
self whether  she  would  employ  him  in  such  outside  labors  at 
a  cost  to  be  measured  by  professional  services  in  courts  of 
justice.  Besides,  the  services  were  not  authorized  by  her,  and 
the  respondent  does  not  testify  that  they  were.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  referee  should  have  cut  down  these  charges 
to  a  more  suitable  figure.  On  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion 
that  at  least  $1,600  less  than  the  sum  reported  should  have 
been  allowed  to  the  respondent,  and  that  the  order  should  be 
reversed  and  an  order  entered  directing  the  payment  to  the 
petitioner  of  the  sum  of  $1,500,  and  the  costs  and  disburse- 
ments of  this  appeal. 


8UPKEME  OOXJET. 


Gbobob  H.  Fletcher,  receiver,  cfec,  agt.  Mart  Matmhall 

OooPBB  and  another. 

Change  of  wmte  —  Cfode  of  Oiml  Proeedwre,  mcUan  982. 

Where  two  causes  of  action,  described  in  the  complaint,  related  to  real 
property  sitoated  in  the  eouj^ty  qf  Kings,  and  the  other  causes  of  action 
related  to  personal  property  : 

EM,  that  the  place  of  trial  should  be  changed  from  New  York,  where  it 
was  improperly  laid,  to  the  county  of  Kings. 

Section  982  of  the  Code  of  CivU  Procedure  considered. 

J^[>ecial  Term,  October,  1879. 
MonoK  to  change  venue. 
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Albert  O.  McDonald^  lot  motion. 
Frederick  S.  WaUe^  opposed. 

Van  VoBflT,  J. —  The  aeoond  and  f onrth  canses  of  action 
relate  to  real  property  situated  in  the  county  of  Ejngs.  The 
third  canse  of  action  relates  to  personal  property.  All  the 
parties  reside  in  Kings  county.  Kings  is  therefore  the  proper 
county  for  the  trial  of  this  action,  and  the  venue  must  be 
changed  to  that  county,  unless  the  fourth  cause  of  action  will 
hold  it  in  the  county  of  Kew  York  xmder  the  provisions  of 
section  982  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Upon  a  consideration  of  the  first  cause  of  action,  I  am  led 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  does  not,  in  substance,  affect  an  estate, 
right,  title,  lien,  or  other  interest  in  real  property  or  a  chattel 
real. 

As  far  as  the  mortgage  upon  the  land  in  New  York  dty  is 
concerned,  its  lien  is  destroyed  by  the  judgment  in  partition 
and  the  proceedings  thereunder.  It  no  longer  affects  lands, 
and  what  is  really  sought  to  be  reached  under  the  first  count, 
is  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgagee  for  the  interest  of 
the  mortgagor  in  the  partition  suit. 

An  adjudication  that  the  mortgage,  which  has  been  really 
extinguished,  in  so  far  as  its  lien  upon  the  lands  is  concerned, 
was  fraudulent  in  its  inception,  affects  no  present  interest  in 
real  property. 

The  motion  to  change  the  venue  is  granted,  with  costs  of 
the  motion  to  the  defendant  to  abide  the  event. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Virginia  "W.  Spknob  agt.  Gbobgb  R.  Baldwin. 

Order  of  arreit — JPtiUe  repre$entatian$ — Deceit ^^  Reptidiatian  cf  Mitiement 
beeaum  of  fravd —  Surrender  cf  notee  given  in  eetdement —  Condition  of 
v/phMing  order — FSUng  notes  leith  derk  cf  eourt  in  lieu  of  tender  or  ear- 
render — Wh^  eo  filed  order  of  arreet  e/nU  be  sustained  though  no  tender  or 
surrender  was  made  btfore  suit. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  sum  of  money  embezzled  bj  defend* 
ant  while  acting  in  a  flduciaiy  capacity  as  agent  of  plaintiff,  wbere 
defendant  collected  such  money  and  after  appropriating  it  to  his  own 
use  gave  secured  notes  to  plaintiff  for  the  amount  embezzled,  represent^ 
ing  that  the  notes  were  well  secured  when  they  were  not : 

Meld,  that  because  of  the  false  statements  made  by  defendant  in  inducing 
plaintiff  to  take  the  notes  plaintiff  could  repudiate  the  settlement  for 
fraud. 

And  where,  on  a  motion  by  defendant  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest  granted 
in  the  action,  the  point  is  raised  that  no  tender  or  surrender  of  the 
notes  received  in  settlement  was  made  before  the  commencement  of 
the  action: 

Held,  that  the  notes  must  be  surrendered,  and  such  surrender  must  be  a 
condition  of  upholding  the  order  of  arrest  The  notes  must  be  filed 
with  the  clerk  to  await  the  final  order  of  the  court.  If  this  is  complied 
with  the  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest  will  be  denied. 

JVew  York  Special  Termy  JtUy^  1880. 

This  was  an  action  bronght  by  plaintiff  to  recover  as  dam- 
ages a  snm  of  money  fraudulently  embezzled  and  converted 
by  defendant  while  acting  in.  a  fiduciary  capacity  as  agent  for 
plaintiff. 

Defendant  was  arrested  on  the  complaint  and  an  affidavit 
showing  defendant  thus  collected  the  money  and  appropriated 
it  to  his  own  use. 

The  defendant  moved  to  vacate  the  order  and  set  forth,  by 
affidavit,  the  fact  that  secured  notes  were  given  plaintiff  in 
settlement  of  the  daim,  and  alleged  that  such  notes  were  stiU 
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retained  by  plaintiff  and  that  they  are  now  in  poeeeesion  of 
plaintiff's  attorney. 

The  motion  to  vacate  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Hon.  T. 
R.  Westbeook,  July  special  term. 

A.  SimiSj  Jr.y  for  motion,  urged :  The  acceptance  of  the 
notes  by  plaintiff  merged  the  original  indebtedness  in  the 
higher  security,  and  the  cause  of  action  was  on  the  notes ; 
and  plaintiff  having  taken  tUe  notes  in  settlement  the  charac- 
ter of  defendant's  liability  was  changed  and  he  could  not  be 
arrested,  especially  as  plaintiff  still  holds  the  notes,  and  cited 
Wisner  agt.  Ocwnvpaugh  (71  iT.  Z".,  113) ;  Jogger  Iron  Com- 
pamy  agt.  Walh&r  (76  N.  F.,  621);  FriaUe  agt.  Lamed 
(21  Wend.,  450) ;  Sauthwick  agt.  Sax  (9  Wend.y  122) ;  JVexsm 
agt.  I/gell  (5  Hilly  466) ;  The  AUianoe  Insurance  Company 
agt.  Cleveland  (14  How.^  408).  * 

jE  C  Ripley^  opposed. 

I.  The  sum  claimed  is  not  for  an  ^^  indebtedness,"  but  for 
damages  for  fraudulent  conversion  and  embezzlement. 

n.  The  plaintiff  was  induced  to  accept  the  notes  of  defend- 
ant by  trick  and  device,  and  by  grossly  false  and  fraudulent 
statements.  The  defendant  stated  to  plaintiff  that  the  notes 
were  perfectly  good  and  would  be  paid  at  maturity,  and  that 
they  were  secured  by  a  mortgage  to  one  Pierrepont,  as  trustee, 
which  was  perfectly  good,  and  upon  property  that  would  sell 
for  fully  enough  to  satisfy  and  pay  all  the  notes  secured ;  that 
said  notes  have  not  been  paid ;  that  they  have  all  matured  and 
been  dishonored;  that  said  mortgage  was  a  fraud;  that  the 
mortgage  only  covered  an  equity  of  $200  or  $300,  and  that 
the  makers  of  the  notes  were  now  contesting  their  validity. 

Westbrook,  J.  —  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  soundness  of  the 
law  stated  by  defendant's  counsel,  but  I  think  it  has  no  appli- 
cation to  this  case. 

The  notes  were  accepted  by  reason  of  false  statements  made 
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by  defendant,  and  plaintiff  conld  repudiate  the  settlement  for 
fraud.  The  notes  must  be  surrendered,  and  such  surrender 
must  be  a  condition  of  upholding  the  order  of  arrest.  The 
notes  must  be  filed  with  the  clerk  to  await  the  final  order  of 
the  court  in  this  action.  If  this  is  complied  with  the  motion 
is  denied. 

Ko  costs  on  motion  as  no  tender  of  notes  was  made  before 
suit. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Geobgb  p.  Sheldon,  as  receiver,  &c.,  agt.  Thomas  Saenz 

et  al, 

8hmff*9  Mle  of  land  under  eoDeeuUon —  When  sale  tnU  be  set  aeide — Besale. 

Though  the  court  will  not  set  aside  a  sale  of  land  on  execution,  and  order 
a  resale,  because  plaintiiTs  agent  bid  less  for  it  than  he  was  instructed  to 
bid  by  his  principal,  yet  where  the  purchase  at  the  sale  is  by  the  plain- 
tiff, who  is  a  receiver  appointed  by  the  court,  charged  with  the  duty  of 
applying  the  property  of  the  debtor  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and 
the  purchase  is  made  for  the  receiver's  individual  benefit,  the  court  wiU 
not  tolerate  such  act  on  his  part 

Special  Term^  S^tefnJber^  1880. 

MonoN  in  behalf  of  the  plaintifi  to  be  relieved  from  his 
bid  at  sherifiPs  sale  under  execution.  Also  motion  in  behalf 
of  M.  F.  De  Casio,  a  judgment  creditor,  to  compel  the  plain- 
tiff to  complete  the  sale. 

Maoombbb,  <71  —  The  case  of  VcmderJmrgh  agt  Briggs 
(7  Cowen^  867)  clearly  decides  that  the  court  will  not  set  aside 
a  sale  of  land  on  an  execution,  and  order  a  resale,  on  the 
ground  that  plaintiff's  agent  bid  less  for  it  than  he  was 
instructed  to  bid  for  it  by  his  principaL  The  reason  is  stated 
to  be  that  junior  judgment  creditors  may  have  acquired  by 
Vol*  LIX        48 
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the  Bale  the  right  to  redeem,  of  which  they  cannot  be  deprived. 
The  judgment  creditor,  De  Casio,  seems  to  be  in  a  position 
where  he  is  entitled  to  the  protection  afforded  by  the  principle 
declared  in  that  case,  provided  the  real  parties  in  interest, 
represented  in  this  case  by  plaintiff  as  receiver,  are  bound  by 
the  act  of  the  receiver.  For  the  purposes  of  this  motion,  I 
assume  that  Mr.  De  Casio  is  a  subsequent  judgment  creditor, 
and  as  such  is  entitled  to  redeem  the  lands  from  the  sale  in 
this  action.  1  ought,  perhaps,  also  to  say  that  I  feel  bound 
by  the  authority  already  cited,  and  that  I  leave  it  to  a  court 
of  higher  jurisdiction  to  question  or  to  deny  its  soundness. 
There  is,  however,  in  my  judgment,  a  good  reason  why  the 
court  should  not  allow  this  sale  to  be  completed.  The  plain- 
tiff is  the  receiver  of  the  firm  of  C.  H.  Marganita  &  Co.,  the 
members  of  which  were  the  original  parties  plaintiff  in  this 
action,  and  received  such  appointment  from  the  court  in  the 
month  of  August,  1879.  He  became  thereupon  charged  with 
the  duty  of  applying  the  property  of  C.  H.  Marganita  &  Co. 
to  the  payment  and  discharge  of  their  debts,  and  to  the  return 
of  the  overplus,  if  any,  to  the  debtors.  He  became  the  hand 
of  the  court  for  this  purpose.  He  had  not  the  right  to  pur- 
chase at  the  sale  for  his  own  benefit,  nor  will  the  court  tolerate 
such  act  on  his  part,  which,  whether  so  intended  or  not,  would 
work  detriment  to  his  trust.  Yet  it  is  clearly  established  on 
this  motion,  by  the  affidavit  of  the  receiver  himself,  corrobo- 
rated by  the  deputy  sheriff  and  others,  that  upon  the  sale  he 
bought  the  premises  in  his  individual  name  and  for  his  per- 
sonal benefit.  Nevertheless,  he  seems  to  be  wholly  uncon- 
scious of  having  committed  any  impropriety.  The  act,  I 
apprehend,  cannot  be  upheld  by  the  court.  I  must  also  hold 
that  the  junior  judgment  oreditor  is  presumed  to  know  that 
such  purchase  was  irregular,  and  that  it  could  not  properly  be 
recognized  by  the  court,  and  that  the  rights  claimed  by  him 
as  such  junior  oreditor  are  subordinate  to  the  power  and  duty 
of  the  court  to  see  to  it  that  its  agents  do  not  bring  its  decrees 
into  disrepute. 
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Had  the  plaintiff^  as  receiver,  asked  to  be  relieyed  of  his 
bid  because  of  tiniDtentional  and  innocent  violation  of  duty, 
I  should  grant  the  application,  without  costs.  But,  while  I 
acquit  him  of  any  actual  intent  to  enrich  or  benefit  himself, 
I  think  I  ought,  under  the  circumstances,  to  impose  costs  to 
be  paid  bj  the  receiver  personally.  The  motion  in  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff  is  granted,  with  ten  dollars  costs  of  opposing  it, 
to  be  paid  by  the  receiver  personally.  The  motion  in  behalf 
of  Mr.  De  Oasio  is  denied,  without  costs. 


SUPKEME  COURT. 


T.  YiNQENT  Tbipp  et  al.  agt.  Geqbob  H.  Saunders  and 

Akdbew  J.  Gabdneb. 

Sabah  Hallidat  agt.  The  Same. 

CoT^^udan  ofjudgmevU  by  (me  qf  mveral  finnt  dd^tort — Code  of  CivH  Pro- 
cedure, section  1278. 

A  Judgment  cannot  l»e  conf essed  bj  one  of  several  Joint  debtors,  bo  as  to 

bind  the  debtors  not  Joining  in  tbe  confession. 
Section  1278  of  the  Code  of  Civil  I'rooedare  considered. 

New  York  ChxiwherSy  December^  1879* 

MonoK  to  set  aside  judgment  entered  upon  confession  by 
one  of  two  joint  debtors,  and  the  execution  thereon,  for 
irregularity. 

John  A.  MofeSj  for  defendant.  Gardner,  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Homer  A.  Nelaony  for  plaintiff,  opposed. 
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Van  VoBflT,  J. —  I  think  that  their  judgments  are  irregnlar. 

Previons  to  the  present  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  no  judg- 
ment could  be  entered  against  joint  debtors,  on  a  confession 
by  one  {Stauteriburgh  agt.  Vandeniuirghj  7  Bow.  Pr.  JR.^ 
229 ;  Eoerson  agt.  Oehrmcm^  10  Haw.  Pr.  P.j  801). 

In  the  latter  of  these  cases,  a  judgment  entered  on  the  con- 
fession of  one  of  two  partners  or  joint  debtors,  was  held  to 
be  void  as  against  the  defendant  not  signing  the  confession, 
and  could  not  be  enforced  against  the  joint  property.  Sec- 
tion 1278  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  which  I  am 
referred  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  is  new.  It 
authorizes  one  or  more  joint  debtors  to  confess  a  judgment 
for  a  joint  debt  due  or  to  become  due.  But  it  provides,  that 
where  all  the  joint  debtors  do  not  unite  in  the  confession,  the 
judgment  must  be  entered  and  enforced  against  only  those 
who  confess  it.  The  judgments' in  the  above  entitled  actions, 
confessed  by  one  partner,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  his  copartner,  have  been  entered  and  are  attempted  to  be 
enforced,  as  though  both  were  bound.  The  judgment  is 
docketed  against  both  partners,  and  executions  have  been 
issued  against  both  defendants,  without  any  special  indorse- 
ment, and  the  joint  property  has  been  seized. 

I  think  the  true  sense  of  the  section  of  the  Code  above 
alluded  to  is,  that  one  joint  debtor  may  confess  a  judgment 
upon  a  joint  debt  so  as  to  be  enforced  against  his  individual 
property,  and  that  Buch  confewion  and  judgment  is  no  bar 
to  an  action  against  all  the  joint  debtors  upon  the  same 
demand.  This  was  to  avoid  the  effect  of  a  confession  by 
one  making  the  debt,  by  such  confession,  his  individual  debt 
exclusively  {Stoutenburgh  agt.  Vcmdenhurghy  mjprd). 

The  language  of  section  1278  differs  essentially  from  that 
of  section  136  of  the  former  Code  with  respect  to  suits  against 
joint  debtors.  This  latter  section  provides  that  when  a  sfwmr 
mons  is  served  on  one  or  more  of  several  joint  debtors,  but 
not  on  all  of  them,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  against  the 
defendant  served,  unless  the  court  otlierwise  directs,  and  if 
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he  recover  judgment  it  may  be  entered  agatnst  all  the  defend- 
ants jointly  indebted^  so  for  only  as  that  it  may  be  enforced 
against  the  joint  property  of  all  and  ike  separate  property  of 
the  defendmits  served. 

Section  1278  neither  authorizes  the  judgment  in  form  to 
be  entered  against  the  defendant  not  served,  nor  the  seizure 
theremider  of  the  joint  property. 

And  in  so  far  as  it  ajffects  the  defendant  Gardner  it  should 
be  vacated  and  the  executions  should  be  set  aside. 

The  defendant  Gt^rdner  should  recover  ten  dollars  costs  of 
this  motion. 

NoTB.  — AfSrmed  on  appeal  to  the  general  term.    [Ed. 


SUPREME  COUET.  • 
Chables  W.  Blossom  agt.  Charles  W.  Estbs. 

Sahe  agt.  Same. 

AUaehment — S^eet  afftUlwre  1o  serve  or  pubUih  the  tummcM  within  tMriy 

days —  Who  may  move  to  vaecUe. 

After  an  attachment  is  invalidated  by  failure  to  serve  or  publish  the  sum- 
mons within  thirty  days  after  the  issuing  of  the  warrant,  though  the 
court  may  acquire  jurisdiction  and  proceed  with  the  action  in  personam 
upon  the  service  of  the  summons  or  the  defendant's  voluntary  appear- 
ance at  a  later  date,  yet  the  provisional  remedy  falls  unless  the  service 
is  effected  or  the  publication  commenced  within  the  time  prescribed  by 
statute.  A  defendant  has  a  right  to  move  to  vacate  the  attachment  even 
if  his  object  be  to  assist  his  assignees,  the  present  Ck)de  expressly  giving 
a  status  to  other  interested  parties. 

I^irst  Departmenty  General  Termy  Jfayj  1880. 

Appeal  from  two  orders,  one  denying  a  motion  to  set  aside 
a  warrant  of  attachment,  and  the  other  denying  a  motion  for 
leave  to  renew  the  first  motion  on  additional  affidavits. 
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JL  H.  Arnold^  for  app^dllant. 
E.  H.  Hobbs^  for  respondent. 

Basbett,  J. — It  has  been  repeatedly^held  that  an  attach- 
ment is  invalidated  by  the  failure  to  serve  or  publish  the 
summons  within  thirty  days  after  the  issuing  of  the  warrant. 
The  court  may,  of  course,  acquire  jurisdiction  and  proceed 
with  the  action  in  personam  upon  the  service  of  the  summons 
or  the  defendant's  voluntary  appearance  at  a  later  date.  But 
the  provisional  remedy  falls  unless  the  service  is  effected  or 
the  publication  commenced  within  Ihe  time  prescribed  by 
statute.  Here  it  is  conceded  that  the  publication  was  not 
commenced  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days.  This 
was  not  a  mere  irregularity  but  a  jurisdictional  omission  which 
marked  the  destruction  of  the  warrant.  The  alleged  appear- 
ance, long  afterward,  did  not  revive  the  attachment.  If 
authorized,  it  simply  gave  the  court  jurisdiction  over  the  per- 
son  of  the  defendant. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  motion,  though  nominally  made  by 
the  defendant,  is  really  in  the  interest  of  third  persons  claim- 
ing title  to  what  was  attached.  It  appears,  however,  that  the 
attorney  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  make  the  motion, 
and  the  defendant  himself  furnishes  an  affidavit  in  support  of 
it.  The  defendant  has  a  right  to  so  move,  even  if  his  object 
be  mainly  to  assist  his  assignees,  or  though  the  latter  may 
incidentally  secure  an  advantage  from  his  success.  Indeed, 
under  the  present  Code,  in  force  when  the  motion  was  made, 
a  status  is  expressly  given  to  other  interested  parties.  We 
think  the  attachment  should  have  been  vacated,  and  that  the 
order  in  the  first  appeal  should  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  and  disbursements,  and  the  motion  granted. 

It  will  be  unnecessary,  therefore,  specially  to  consider  the 
second  appeal,  although  we  must  say  that  Mr.  Hatch's  affidavit 
would  have  justified  a  renewal  of  the  motion  ev^n  if  we  had 
sustained  the  respondent's  view  of  the  effect  of  an  appearance. 
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This  a£Bidayit  threw  doubt  upon  the  fact  of  an  appearance, 
and  at  all  events  it  showed  that  if  he  did  appear  it  was  with- 
out authority. 

The  second  appeal  should,  under  the  circumstances,  be  dis- 
missed without  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Jambs  Raymond,  as  sole  administrator,  agt.  Johk  Brooks 

and  others. 

Eittunination  (ifdtfendantB  to  enoNe  ptairU^  to  prepare  Mb  eomptoM. 

In  an  action  by  the  administrator  of  a  deceased  partner  against  the  siuv 
Tiving  partners,  among  other  things  for  an  accounting,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  an  order  for  the  examination  of  the  defendants  in  order  to 
enable  him  to  prepare  a  complaint,  but  the  examination  should  be  lim- 
ited to  an  inquiry  only  hito  the  facts  neoessaiy  to  be  included,  in  the 
complaint. 

Special  Term,  October^  1879. 

Monoiir  to  set  aside  an  order  for  the  examination  of  one 
of  the  defendants,  made  to  enable  plaintiff  to  prepare  his 
complaint. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
the  order  for  examination  of  the  defendant.  His  affidavit 
discloses  a  cause  of  action ;  but  it  is  quite  clear  that,  in  order 
properly  to  prepare  his  complaint,  an  examination  of  the 
defendant  is  necessary  to  ascertain  facts  to  make  an  orderly 
pleading  in  a  case  of  this  description,  which  are  necessarily 
within  the  defendant's  knowledge,  and  of  which  the  plaintiff 
may  well  be  supposed  to  be,  as  he  daims,  ignorant. 

But  such  examination  is  not  to  extend,  in  substance  or 
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Raymond  agt.  Brooks. 

f onn,  to  an  accounting  of  the  copartnership  affairs,  which  is 
one  of  the  objective  points  of  the  action  itself.  Such  inquiry 
is  not  necessary  to  prepare  a  complaint. 

The  examination  should  only  extend  to  an  inquiry  into  snch 
facts  as  are  necessary  to  be  included  in  the  complaint,  properly 
to  set  up  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action. 

The  plaintiff  upon  making  this  motion  proposed  to  the  par- 
ties, through  their  counsel,  certain  questions  which  were  not 
answered. 

I  have  looked  at  these  questions,  a  copy  of  which  accom- 
pany the  motion  papers. 

The  plaintiff  suing  in  a  representative  character,  and  not 
having  personally  participated  in  the  matters  concerning 
which  inquiry  is  sought,  properly  enough  asks  that  he  may 
be  allowed  to  examine  one  of  the  defendants,  who  is  reasona- 
bly supposed  to  have  the  knowledge,  to  ascertain  the  facts 
covered  by  these  questions. 

For  the  purpose  of  limiting  the  inquiry  within  such  boxmds 
as  may  properly  adduce  facts  for  the  complaint,  the  questions 
above  alluded  to,  excepting  the  fourth,  tenth  and  thirteenth, 
may  be  put  to  the  witness,  and  he  should  be  called  upon  to 
answer  them  in  this  proceeding. 

The  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  examination  is  denied, 
and  the  examination  must  proceed  on  the  3d  day  of  February, 
1880,  at  lOi  A.  M. 

Note.— AfBnned  on  appeal  to  the  general  term.    [Ed. 
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SUPREME  OOUET, 

Hexby  0.  Adamb  agt.  Jaoob  C.  Nellib,  as  ezecntor  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  Pbteb  G.  Fox,  deceased,  impleaded 
with  liAWBXNCE  M.  Fox,  defendants. 

Trial  before  the  court— What  is  meant  by  ''dednan"  asueedineeetion  1022, 
(k)de  of  OMl  Procedtire'--Bfea  cf  death  of  a  pa/r^  ^^  the  "decision" 
is  aetuaUy  signed  or  rendered  againet  Mm -^Attorney — Ilfeet  of  the  death 
tfapar^f  to  an  action  pending,  as  to  the  power  and  duties  of  his  attorney. 

Where  a  party  dies  before  the  "  decision  "  Is  sctaally  signed  or  rendered 
against  him,  in  a  cause  tried  before  the  court,  such  decision  and  all  sub- 
sequent proceedings,  including  the  judgment  entered  thereon,  are  void 
under  section  765  of  the  Code,  although  an  opinion  in  duplicate  direct^ 
ing  the  findings  of  facts  and  conclusions  of  law,  and  giving  the  reasons 
therefor,  was  signed  and  delivered  by  the  Justice  to  the  respective  attor- 
neys whUe  such  party  was  living. 

The  decision  intended  by  sections  798,  765, 1010  and  1022  of  the  Code  is 
the  written  findings  of  facts  and  the  legal  conclusions  with  the  direc- 
tion for  the  final  Judgment  to  be  entered,  and  which  must  constitute  a 
part  of  the  judgment  rolL 

Until  such  a  decision  is  signed  and  filed  the  cause  is  not  removed  from  the 
authority  of  the  trial  court,  but  remains  within  its  control;  and  although 
the  justice  may  have  signed  and  delivered  his  opinion  stating  the  facts 
and  conclusions,  and  the  judgment  th&t  should  be  entered,  other  and 
different  findings  and  conclusions  may  properly  be  made  and  a  differ- 
ent judgment  be  dirked  from  that  stated  to  be  proper  in  the  opinion 
{See  Weyman  agt  The  National  Broadwxy  Bank,  ante,  881). 

The  death  of  a  party  to  an  action  pending  vacates  the  i)Ower  of  his  attor- 
ney therein,  and  he  is  not  required  or  authorized  to  do  anything  further 
in  the  action  except  upon  the  retainer  of  the  legal  representative. 

Service  of  papers,  in  the  action,  upon  an  attorney  therein  after  the  death 
of  his  client  is  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  such  service  will  be  set  aside 
on  motion. 

Special  Term^  Jvly^  1880. 

MonoN  by  defendant,  Jacob  C.  Kellis,  to  set  aside  judg- 
ment entered  herein,  as  irregular  and  void. 

Heard  at  Ogdensburgh,  first  Tuesday  in  January,  1880. 
Decided  July  29, 1880. 
Vol.  LIX        49 
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Jwtnes  E.  D&weyy  for  defendant  Nellis,  for  the  motion. 
Hewry  C.  Adorns^  plaintiff,  attorney  in  person. 

Taiwan,  J. —  The  action  was  bronght  against  Peter  G. 
Fox,  as  executor  of  one  Archibald  Fox  and  Lawrence  M.  Fox, 
to  charge  said  Peter  G.  Fox,  personally,  with  certain  tmst 
funds  held  by  him  as  such  executor. 

An  answer  was  interposed  by  said  Peter  G.,  and  the  issues 
of  fact  made  thereby  were  tried  at  the  Montgomery  circuit  in 
May,  1878,  before  the  court  without  a  jury.  The  justice 
before  whom  the  cause  was  heard,  wrote  an  opinion  in  which 
the  facts  found  were  stated,  in  connection  with  his  reasons  for 
such  findings  and  his  conclusions  upon  such  facts,  with  a 
reference  to  authorities  and  a  statement  as  to  the  judgment 
that  should  be  entered,  with  the  direction  at  the  end,  '^  Let 
findings  and  conclusions  of  law,  in  accordance  with  this  deci- 
sion, be  drawn  up  for  signature." 

Duplicate  copies  were  signed,  and  on  the  10th  day  of 
January,  1879,  mailed  to  the  attorneys  for  the  respective 
parties,  and  were  received  by  them  on  the  18th  day  of  January, 
1879. 

Peter  G.  Fox,  against  whom  judgment  was  directed  by  such 
opinion,  died  on  the  25th  day  of  January,  1879,  before  any 
further  proceedings  had  been  taken  in  the  action. 

Subsequently,  plaintiff  drew  findings  of  fact  and  conclu- 
sions of  law,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  and  direction  of 
the  justice  before  mentioned,  and  the  same  were  signed  by  him. 

Subsequently,  the  defendant  Nellis  was  appointed  executor 
of  the  last  will  of  Peter  G.  Fox,  deceased,  and  the  action 
was,  on  motion  of  plaintiff,  continued  against  him,  and 
thereafter  plaintiff,  upon  notice  to  the  attorney  who  had 
appeared  for  Peter  G.  Fox,  and  without  other  notice,  entered 
judgment  against  the  executor  making  the  said  opinion,  find- 
ings of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  part  of  the  judgment 
roll  and  authority  for  the  judgment. 
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Defendant  Nellis  now  moves  upon  the  judgment  roll  and 
affidavits  that  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclnsions  of  law, 
signed  by  the  justice  after  the  death  of  Fox,  and  the  judg- 
ment entered  thereon  November  20,  1879,  be  set  aside  and 
vacated  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  Fox  died  before  the 
decision  was  actuaUy  rendered  against  him;  that  after  his 
death  there  was  no  party  defendant  till  August  26,  1879,  nor 
any  attorney  for  said  deceased  or  his  successor  in  interest. 

Section  763  of  the  Oode  of  Civil  Procedure  provides,  that 
if  either  party  to  an  action  dies  after  an  accepted  offer  to 
allow  judgment  to  be  taken,  or  after  a  verdict,  report  or  deci- 
sion, or  an  interlocutoiy  judgment,  but  before  final  judgment 
is  entered,  the  court  must  enter  final  judgment  in  the  names 
of  the  original  parties,  unless  the  offer,  verdict,  report  or  ded- 
don,  or  the  interlocutory  judgment  is  set  aside. 

Section  765  provides,  ^  that  this  title  does  not  authorize  the 
entry  of  judgment  against  a  party  who  dies  before  a  verdict, 
report  or  decision  is  actually  rendered  against  him.  In  that 
case  the  verdict,  report  or  decision  is  absolutely  void.'* 

In  determining  this  motion,  it  becomes  necessary  to  decide 
what  is  intended  to  be  a  ^'  decision  "  as  used  in  these  sections. 

Section  1010  provides,  that  upon  a  trial  by  the  court  upon 
an  issue  of  fact  or  of  law,  its  decision  in  writing  must  be  filed 
in  the  clerk's  office  within  twenty  days  after  the  final  adjourn- 
ment of  the  term  where  the  issue  was  tried.  If  it  is  not  so 
filed,  either  party  may  move  for  a  new  trial  upon  that  ground. 

Section  1022  provides,  ^^  that  the  decision  of  the  court,  or 
the  report  of  the  referee  upon  the  trial  of  the  whole  issue  or 
fact,  must  state  separately  the  facts  found  and  the  conclusions 
of  law,  and  it  must  direct  the  judgment  ^o  be  entered 
thereupon." 

The  decision  intended  by  these  sections  is  the  written  find- 
ings of  facts  and  the  conclusions  of  law,  and  the  direction 
which  is  the  authority  for  the  final  judgment  to  be  entered^ 
and  must  constitute  part  of  the  jud^nent  roB. 

The  instrument  signed  by  the  justice  and  sent  to  the 
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reepectiye  parties  Jannary  10,  1879,  is  ordinarily  called  a 
decision,  but  it  is  not  the  decision  referred  to  in  the  sections 
qnoted  from  the  Oode  of  Civil  Procedure. 

It  was  an  opinion  stating  the  conclusions  of  the  court  upon 
the  facts  and  law,  with  the  reasons  and  authority  therefor, 
and  directing  findings  and  conclusions  to  be  drawn  up  and 
si^ed. 

Such  findings  and  conclusions,  when  signed  and  filed,  would 
constitute  the  decision  of  the  cause,  and  when  so  made  would 
have  removed  the  cause  from  the  authority  of  the  trial  court 
'  Until  such  decision  the  case  was  within  its  authority  and 
control,  notwithstanding  the  signing  and  delivery  of  the 
instrument  of  January  10, 1879. 

When  the  decision  contemplated  by  law  was  signed,  the 
court  could  have  properly  made  other  and  different  findings 
and  conclusions,  and  directed  a  different  judgment  from  that 
stated  to  be  proper  in  the  opinion.  For  these  reasons  I  think 
that  no  such  decision  had  been  made  as  the  law  contemplates, 
when  Fox  died,  and  that  the  subsequent  findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law,  signed  after  his  death,  were  void,  and  that 
such  findings  and  conclusions,  together  with  the  judgment, 
entered  upon  the  authority  of  the  same,  must  be  set  aside 
'{See  Thomas  agt.  Tcmner^  14  How.  Pr.^  426 ;  JStasim  agt. 
HamUionj  20  id.^  368;  Sanch  agt  Churchy  2  Sdd.^  347; 
Shearman  agt.  Justice^  22  How.^  241 ;  Loeschicik  agt  Addi- 
aoTiy  3  Robty  332;  AmavU  agt  Sacketty  17  How.^  507; 
Chmherlaim,  agt.  Dempeey,  14  Ahb.y  241). 

As  a  general  rule,  the  death  of  the  defendant  operates  as 
the  vacation  of  the  power  of  his  attorney,  and  if  it  becomes 
necessaiy  for  the  plaintiff  to  take  any  steps  to  affect  the  rights 
of  his  representatives,  he  must  cause  them  to  be  brought  in. 

Although  the  Oode  is  silent  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
proceeding  shall  be  taken  to  perfect  a  final  judgment  in  the 
name  of  the  priginal  party,  when  a  decision  has  been  made 
and  the  party  dies  before  judgment  is  entered,  it  would  seem 
to  be  the  better  practice  to  have  the  personal  representatives 
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made  parties  for  the  purpose  of  perfecting  such  judgment. 
See  Beach  agt.  Chregcry  (2  AIM,  R.^  203),  where  the  reason 
for  such  practice  is  clearly  stated  by  judge  Woodruff. 

The  attorney  of  Fox  was  not  bound,  after  his  death,  to  do 
anything  toward  further  litigation,  unless  upon  the  retainer  of 
the  defendant  Nellis. 

The  service  of  papers  upon  Oushney,  after  the  death  of 
Fox,  should  also  be  set  aside. 

Motion  granted,  with  ten  dollars  cost 


N.  Y.  SUPEEIOR  COUET. 

John  0.  Bust  agt.  Chasles  Hausblt,  impleaded  with 

HsNBY  Bangxe. 

Appeal — Btvjgulaiion — Oo9t» — Effect  of  gtipfdittum  given  on  appeal  flvm 

order  gramMng  new  trial. 

Where  Judgment  absolute  was  rendered  against  a  defendant  in  accord- 
ance with  his  stipulation,  given  on  appeal  from  an  order  granting  to 
plaintiff  a  new  trial,  and  a  reference  was  ordered  to  ascertain  the 
amount  due  to  the  plaintiff,  the  referee  reporting  that  nothing  was  due 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  that  there  was  a  sum  due  to  the  defendant  on  his 
counter-claim: 

Hdd,  that  the  defendant's  right  to  affirmative  relief  was  lost  by  the  Judg- 
ment rendered  on  his  stipulation,  and  that  he  could  not  enter  Judgment 
for  the  amount  found  due  him  {See  The  People  agt  Denieon,  ante,  167). 

The  court  of  appeals,  in  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  general  term, 
ordering  a  new  trial,  with  Judgment  absolute  for  the  plaintiff,  said, 
"with  costs:" 

Hdd,  That  that  Judgment  for  costs  carries  the  general  costs  of  the  action 
from  beginning  to  end,  except  the  costs  of  the  appeals  taken  by  plain' 
tiff  from  the  order  confirming  the  report  of  the  referee,  which  were 
specially  adjudged  to  the  defendant,  and  that  these  costs  should  be 
offset  against  each  other,  and  Judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  excess. 

Special  Tenn^  Augu%ty  1880. 
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MonoK  bj  defendant  for  leave  to  enter  judgment  upon  a 
referee's  report^  and  motion  eubmitted  bj  both  plirtieB  to 
o&et  coBta,  both  motions  being  heard  witiiiont  notice  npon 
gtipnlalion  of  ooonseL 

The  action  was  began  in  April,  1875.  The  pkintifi  in 
hifi  complaint  alleged  that  he  and  his  copartner^  one  Henry 
Bancke  (who  was  made  a  defendant  becanse  he  declined 
to  unite  with  him  as  a  plaintiff),  on  the  23d  day  of  October, 
1873,  made  an  assignment  to  the  defendant  for  the  benefit  of 
their  creditors;  that  the  defendant,  with  the  assets  of  the 
firm,  had  discharged  their  debts  and  liabilities,  and  had 
remaining  in  his  hands  a  considerable  surplus ;  that  Bancke 
had  transferred  his  interest  in  such  surplus  to  the  pLuntiff ; 
demanded  an  accounting  and  asked  judgment  upon  such 
accounting  that  the  defendant  pay  over  to  him  the  sum 
remaining  in  his  hands. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  admitted  the  assignment  and 
the  payment  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  firm  of  Bancke  & 
Bust,  except  that  due  himself,  but  alleged  that  the  defendant 
had  already  rendered  an  account  of  his  assignment,  on  which 
it  appeared  that  the  surplus  remaining  in  his  hands  was  not 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  indebtedness  of  the  firm  to  himself. 
For  a  second  defense  he  alleged  that  he  had  before  the  beginning 
of  the  suit  stated  to  the  plaintiff  his  account  as  such  assignee, 
and  that  on  such  accounting  the  balance  due  him  from  the 
firm  was  $1,881,  for  which  he  asked  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff  and  against  his  codefendant  Bancke.  The  reply  of 
the  plaintiff  denied  the  counterelaim. 

The  case  was  tried  in  November,  1875,  before  a  judge  with- 
out a  jury,  who  dismissed  the  complaint  and  ordered  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant  Hauselt  against  the  plaintiff  Bust,  and 
against  his  codefendant  Bancke,  for  the  sum  of  $1,881. 

On  appeal  to  the  general  term,  on  the  8th  of  May,  1876, 
the  judgment  of  the  special  term  was  reversed.  The  judg- 
ment first  entered  upon  such  reversal  did  not  direct  a  new 
trial  (9  Jones  db  Spencer^  467). 
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The  defendant  Ebnselt  thereupon  appealed  to  the  court  of 
appeals  from  the  judgment  of  reversal,  without  giving  the 
stipulation  required  by  section  191  of  the  Code  upon  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  ordering  a  new  triaL 

The  court  of  appeals  declined  to  hear  the  appeal  unless  the 
notice  of  appeal  was  amended  by  inserting  such  stipulation 
upon  the  argument  That  being  done  the  court  of  appeals 
heard  the  argument,  but  dismissed  the  appeal  on  the  ground 
that  ft  was  from  a  simple  order  of  reversal  from  which  no 
appeal  would  lie  to  that  court  (69  N.  Z".,  485).  Thereupon, 
by  stipulation  of  counsel,  the  order  of  this  court,  dated  May 
8, 1876,  was  so  amended  as  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
special  term  and  to  order  a  new  trial;  and  judgment  to  that 
effect  was  entered. 

From  this  judgment  the  defendant  Hauselt  again  appealed 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  giving  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the 
stipulation  required  by  section  191  of  the  Code — that  if  the 
order  for  a  new  trial  should  be  aJBELrmed,  judgment  absolute 
should  be  rendered  against  him. 

At  the  March  term  of  the  court  of  appeals,  *in  1879,  the 
order  of  the  general  term  of  the  superior  court  was  affirmed, 
and  judgment  al)solute  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  stipulation, 
with  costs,  was  ordered  (76  N.  Z.,  614). 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  was  in  due  form 
made  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court.  It  was  then,  at  a 
special  term  of  this  d)urt,  on  the  29th  day  of  March,  1879, 
ordered  that  the  plaintiff  John  C.  Bust  have  judgment  abso- 
lute against  the  said  defendant  Charles  Hauselt,  with  costs. 
It  was  further  ordered  that  it  be  referred  to  a  ^^  referee  to 
state  the  account  and  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  sum  or 
amount  which  was  due  from  the  defendant  Charles  Hauselt 
to  the  plaintiff  John  C.  Eust,  under  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  appeals  and  the  judgment  of  this  court  entered 
thereon." 

The  parties  attended  before  the  referee,  who  reported  July 
8,  1879:  '^That  the  defendant  Hauselt  received  under  the 
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afisignment  the  Bum  of  $13,000;  that  he  paid  to  creditors  of 
the  firm  $11,235.32,  leaving  a  balance  of  $1,764.68 ;  that  the 
indebtedness  to  Charles  Hauselt  was  recognized  and  stated  in 
the  statement  of  liabilities  of  said  firm,  furnished  to  him  by 
said  firm  at  the  time  of  said  assignment,  to  be  the  sum  of 
$3,000 ;  that  all  of  said  balance  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  the 
indebtedness  due  the  said  Hauselt  from  the  said  firm,  irre- 
spective of  his  conmiisBions  as  assignee;  that  he  has  ascer- 
tained and  reports  that  there  is  no  sum  or  amount  whatever 
due  from  the  said  defendant  Charles  Hauselt  to  the  plaintiff 
John  C.  Eust." 

The  defendant  took  up  and  filed  the  referee's  report  and 
moved  for  its  confirmation.  Xo  exceptions  to  the  report 
having  been  filed  it  was  confirmed,  as  of  course,  under  rule  30. 
An  appeal  from  the  order  confirming  the  report  was  taken  by 
the  plaintiff.  The  general  term  affirmed  the  order.  An  appeal 
from  this  order  of  affirmance  was  dismissed  by  the  court  of 
appeals  June  10, 1880. 

The  defendant  then  attempted  to  tax  the  costs  of  the  action* 
The  clerk  declined  to  tax  his  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the 
costs  had  not  been  awarded  to  him.  The  court  sustained 
the  clerk's  ruling,  'the  defendant  then  attempted  to  tax,  as 
his  disbursements,  the  eighty  dollars  paid  the  referee  upon 
taking  up  his  report.  This  was  refused  by  the  derk,  and 
judge  Fbeedman,  before  whom  the  matter  was  taken,  sus- 
tained the  clerk,  holding  that  disbursements  followed  costs, 
and  that  a  party  not  entitled  to  costs  was  not  entitled  to  tax 
disbursements. 

Kow  the  defendant  seeks  to  enter  an  affirmative  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  of 
Kancke  and  Bust  to  him,  stated  in  the  computation  of  the 
referee  as  remaining  unpaid  after  the  application  of  all  the 
moneys  which  came  into  his  hands  by  virtue  of  the  assignment 
The  question  then  is  whether,  under  the  circumstances  recited, 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  enter  such  judgment,  and  what 
costs  the  respective  parties  are  entitled  to. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORT&  S98 


Rust  agt  HauselU 


Edgar  WhiUoch^  for  plaintiff. 
Louis  ScmderSy  for  defendant 

KtrssELL,  J, —  The  defendant  claimfi  snbfitantiallj'tlie  same 
rights  as  if  the  reference  ordered  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
ont  the  order  of  the  court  of  appeab  giving  the  plaintifE  judg- 
ment absolute  were  an  ordinary  reference  to  hear,  try  and 
determine  all  the  issues  in  the  action  on  the  coming  in  of  the 
report  as  to  which  he  would  be  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
to  enter  judgment.  ' 

There  are  two  objections  to  this  theory :  In  the  first  place 
it  was  not  such  a  reference,  but  a  reference  to  state  the 
accounts  and  to  report  what  was  due  the  plaintiff.  In  the 
next  place  the  defendant's  rights  must  now  be  considered 
with  reference  to  his  stipulation  on  appeal  from  the  order 
granting  a  new  trial  to  the  court  of  appeals,  and  the  determ- 
ination of  the  court  of  appeals  rendering' judgment  absolute 
against  him. 

What  was  the  effect  of  that  stipulation  and  judgment  ?  Did 
it  mean  something  or  nothing  ?  Could  the  defendant  stipu- 
late that  judgment  absolute  should  be  rendered  against  him, 
and  under  such  a  judgment  still  enter  an  affirmative  judgment 
for  all  that  he  originally  claimed  ? 

I  think  not.  Any  right  which  he  had  to  the  affirmative 
relief  claimed  in  his  answer  was  lost  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  appeals  on  his  stipulation,  so  that  when  the  case  came 
back  to  the  superior  court,  it  stood  in  the  same  position  as  if 
there  had  been  no  answer  interposed  —  at  any  rate,  no  answer 
askiag  for  affirmative  relief.  The  court  might  have  taken  the 
account,  and,  having  ascertained  that  there  was  nothing  duo 
the  plaintiff,  ordered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  simply  for 
costs,  in  conformity  with  tlie  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals. 
It  chose  instead  to  have  the  examination  made  by  a  referee 
under  its  direction. 

The  defendant  acquired  no  new  rights  by  reason  of  the 
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matter  being  sent  to  a  referee.  The  referee  was  simply  to 
perform  an  act  for  the  court,  mainly  ministerial,  whereupon 
it  became  the  duty  of  the  court  to  enter  a  final  judgment  in 
conformity  to  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals. 

There  cannot  be  such  a  thing  as  a  judgment  absolute  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  finding  for  defendant  of  a  larger  balance 
due  him  {ShufeU  agt.  Rowley y  4  Coweriy  68). 

In  Thompson  agt  Lwmley  (7  Dahf^  74),  which  was  an 
action  for  malicious  prosecution,  the  complaint  was  dismissed 
at  the  trial.  The  general  term  reversed  the  judgment  and 
ordered  a  new  trial.  The  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the  order 
and  ordered  judgment  absolute  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
usual  stipulation.  The  case  coming  back  to  the  common 
pleas,  damages  were  assessed  by  a  judge  and  petit  jury.  On 
the  assessment  of  damages,  judge  Van  Bbunt  ruled  that  the 
plaintiff  need  give  no  evidence  as  to  the  payment  of  the  sum 
of  $700  costs  and  counsel  fees,  alleged  in  the  complaint  to 
be  special  damages,  because  the^  judgment  of  the  court  of 
appeals  estabUshed  that  claim.  Motion  was  made  to  vacate 
the  assessment  of  damages,  which  was  denied,  and  on  the 
appeal  .from  the  order  denying  that  motion,  chief  justice 
Dalt  said : 

^^  The  effect  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  was 
the  same  as  if  the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
had  been  admitted.  It  was  equivalent  to  an  admission,  by  a 
failure  to  put  in  an  answer,  that  the  defendants  had,  mali- 
ciously and  without  probable  cause,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be 
arrested,  imprisoned  and  prosecuted  upon  a  charge  of  perjury. 
But  the  amount  paid  for  counsel  fees  and  costs  the  plaintiff 
had  to  prove  upon  the  assessment,  for  that  was  in  no  way 
settled  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals,  the  effect  of 
which  was  simply  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  as 
averred  in  his  complaint,  but  nothing  more,  and  the  ruling  of 
the  judge  upon  this  point  was,  in  my  opinion,  erroneous 
(P.  76).  *  *  *  As  respects  the  assessment  of 
damages  in  this  case,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  analogous  to  a 
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default  upon  a  failure  to  answer,  and  to  be  governed  by  the 
practice  which  existed  npon  assessing  damages  upon  an  inquest 
at  the  circuit  or  upon  a  writ  of  inquirj  before  a  sherijBPs 
jury"  (P.  78).' 

What,  then,  is  the  effect  of  an  admission  by  failure  to 
answer?  Clearly,  that  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  is  entitled  to 
the  relief  demanded. 

It  would  be  an  extraordinary  thing  for  a  defendant  who  did 
not  answer  to  get  an  affirmative  judgment  in  the  nature  of  a 
counterclaim. 

In  Wristht  agt.  Bdafield  (25  N.  Z.,  266)  the  plaintiff 
brought  his  action  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  actions  pend' 
ing  against  him  on  notes  given  for  the  purchase  of  land,  on 
the  ground  of  defective  title,  and  prayed  that  the  defendant 
might  be  required  to  make  a  good  title  and  convey.  There 
was  a  pure  defense  to  the  action,  which  prevailed.  But  the 
judge  before  whom  the  case  was  tried,  without  a  jury,  not 
only  dismissed  the  complaint,  but  gave  judgment  for  the 
defendant  for  the  amount  of  the  notes.  The  plaintiff  appealed 
from  this  judgment,  and  it  was  reversed  because  there  was  no 
claim  in  the  defendant's  answer  for  judgment  upon  the  notes. 
Smtth,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said : 

'^  The  principle  still  remains  that  the  judgment  to  be  ren- 
dered by  any  court,  must  be  secwndwm,  dUega/ta  et  prdbaia^ 
and  this  rule  cannot  be  departed -from  without  inextricable 
confusion,  uncertainty  and  mischief  in  the  administration  of 
justice.  Parties  go  to  court  to  try  the  issues  made  by  the 
pleadings,  and  courts  Jiave  no  right  to  make  new  issues  for 
them  on  the  trial,  to  their  surprise  or  prejudice,  or  to  find 
judgments  on  grounds  not  put  in  issue  and  distinctly  and  fairly 
litigated ''  {See,  dUo,  Kniffm  agt.  MoCmnsU,  80  iT.  F.,  285, 
290 ;  Stqphena  agt.  SdU,  2  JSobtj  674 ;  JDayle  agt  JUvlrein^ 
1  Sweanej/j  621 ;  Ncrtmry  agt.  Sedey,  4  How,  Pr.,  78 ;  Glen 
Mwrmf.  Co.  agt.  HaXi,  6  Ixme.,  158). 

The  rendering  of  an  affirmative  judgment  in  favor  of  a 
party  who  had  stipulated  that  judgment  absolute  should  be 
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rendered  against  him  wonld  be  quite  as  improper  as  to  render 
judgment  in  his  favor  for  what  his  pleadings  did  not  claim. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Denison 
{(mtej  157)  is  an  authority  for  the  position  here  taJcen  by  the 
defendant.  I  think  not.  In  that  case  the  action  was  brought 
by  the  People  to  recover  certain  sums  of  money  alleged  to 
have  been  overpaid  to  the  defendants  by  fraudulent  collusion 
with  certain  officers  of  the  state  government.  The  defense 
was  a  denial  and  a  counterclaim.  The  referee  reported  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  claimed.  The  general 
term  reversed  the  judgment  entered  thereon  and  ordered  a 
new  trial.  An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  attorney-general  from 
the  judgment  and  order  of  the  general  term  to  the  court  of 
appeals,  the  usual  stipulation  being  given.  The  action  of  the 
general  term  was  affirmed  and  judgment  absolute  for  the 
defendants  rendered.  The  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals 
having  been  made  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  the 
defendants,  without  any  further  action  or  order,  entered  judg- 
ment against  the  state  for  the  amount  of  their  counterclaim. 
Motion  was  made  by  the  attorney-general  to  set  aside  this 
judgment.  Judge  Westbbook  granted  that  motion  —  first, 
because  a  sovereign  state  which  has  never  authorized  the  bring- 
ing of  suits  against  itself  in  its  own  courts  for  the  recovery  of 
any  debt  or  obUgation  supposed  to  be  owing  by  it,  but  which 
has  established  a  state  boai^  of  audit  for  the  purpose  of  hear- 
ing and  deciding  all  private  claims,  cannot  have  a  judgment 
rendered  against  it  in  the  courts;  second,  because,  even  if 
such  a  judgment  could  be  rendered  at  all,  inasmuch  as  the 
counterclaim  was  not  litigated  or  considered  upon  the  trial 
before  the  referees,  the  defendants  could  not  have  judgment 
for  the  amount  claimed  without  an  assessment  of  damages 
pursuant  to  section  194  of  the  Code.  Certainly  this  case  can- 
not be  an  authority  for  the  entry  of  judgment  by  a  party  who 
has  stipulated  that  judgment  absolute  should  be  rendered 
against  him. 

In  the  Denison  case,  the  defendant,  in  whose  favor  judg 
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ment  abeolnte  had  been  ordered,  sought  to  enter  judgment 
without  having  his  damages  assessed,  and  was  forbidden. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  defendant,  against  whom  judgment 
absolute  has  been  ordered,  seeks,  nevertheless,  to  enter  judg 
ment  for  all  he  ever  claimed.    This  he  cannot  do. 

The  court  of  appeals,  in  aflirming  the  judgment  of  the 
general  term,  ordering  a  new  trial,  with  judgment  absolute 
for  the  plaintiff,  said,  '^  with  costs." 

I  am  of  opinion  that  that  judgment  for  costs  carries  the 
general  costs  of  the  action  from  ^beginning  to  end,  except 
the  costs  of  the  appeals  taken  by  plaintifE  from  the  order 
confirming  tbe  report  of  the  referee,  which  were  specially 
adjudged  to  the  defendant  Hauselt. 

These  costs  should  be  offset  against  each  other,  and  judg- 
ment shoxdd  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  excess. 


N .  T.  MAKINE  OOTJKT. 
MosBis  Wentzler  agt.  Jose  B.  Boss. 

AUachmnU  affoimt  property --Fra/uduitrnt  digpotUion^  Oode  of  OimL  Fro- 

eedwre,  iection  8109. 

The  failure  to  allege,  in  the  language  of  section  8169»  subdivision  5  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Proceduie,  that  the  defendant  is  an  adult  is  not  material 
The  law  will  presume  that  he  is  an  adult,  and  what  is  presumed  need 
not  be  otherwise  proved  in  the  first  instance. 

Facts  stated  in  an  affidavit  upon  information  and  belief  are  evidence  where 
the  affiant  gives  the  sources  of  his  information  and  a  suffldeat  excuse 
for  not  obtaining  the  affidavits  of  the  informants. 

Special  Term,  SefpUfmher,  1880. 
Motion  to  vacate  attachment  against  property. 
H.  E.  Eamaioorth,  for  motion. 
BVumemsteU  db  Hvradhy  opposed. 
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MoAdaic,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  alleges  a  eanse  of  action  for 
the  recovery  of  $1,584.76  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by 
him  to  the  defendant  at  hia  reqnest  and  at  prieea  agreed  npon. 
The  breach  assigned  is  the  failnre  of  the  defendant  to  pay  for 
the  goods  {SalMury  agt  StmBcn^  10  Hun^  342).  Thns  we 
have  the  contract  and  its  breach.  The  failnre  to  allege,  in 
the  language  of  section  3169,  subdivision  5  of  the  Oode  of 
Civil  Procedore,  that  the  defendant  is  an  adult  is  not  mate- 
rial. The  law  will  presume  that  he  is  an  adult ;  and  what  is 
presumed  need  not  be  otherwise  proved  in  the  first  instance. 
The  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit  upon  the  affiant's  information 
are  made  evidence  where,  as  in  this  case,  he  gives  the  sources 
of  his  information  and  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  obtaining 
the  affidavits  of  the  informants.  The  defendant's  foreman, 
Mr.  Murphy,  told  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  intended  to 
make  a  general  assignment,  and  that  in  order  to  prevent  his 
property  from  being  administered  thereunder,  he  was  selling 
and  disposing  of  his  goods  without  making  any  entries  in  his 
books.  (1.)  That  he  sold  an  item  of  $234  to  £.  Foland  &  Go. 
in  this  way.  (2.)  That  on  September  7, 1880,  he  sent  $486 
to  his  mother  in  Oonnecticnt ;  and  (8.)  About  the  same  time 
gave  one  Sommers^  a  pawnbroker,  about  $600  in  business 
paper.  (4.)  That  the  defendant  had  told  him  that  he  was 
going  to  ship  away  large  quantities  of  goods.  (5.)  That  the 
defendant  has  been  collecting  large  amounts  of  accounts,  and 
the  week  preceding  the  attachment  collected  $1,000  from 
various  parties.  (6.)  That  he  recently  disposed  of  an  interest 
in  a  mortgage ;  and  all  these  acts  are  said  to  be  in  anticipa- 
tion of  a  contemplated  fraud  upon  creditors.  These  acts, 
susceptible  of  explanation  or  denial  by  the  defendant  (if 
untrue),  are  left  unanswered  and  unexplained,  and  make  out  a 
prima  faoie  csae  sufficient  at  least  to  call  upon  the  defendant 
for  some  answer  or  explanation.  The  motion  to  vacate  the 
attachment  will,  thereforOi  be  denied  with  leave  to  renew 
upon  affidavits. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
James  H.  Gbeenswasd  agt.  Union  Ddcb  Savinos  Institution. 

BeiMstian  of  exofiunaHoM  btfore  trial —  MoUan  to  define  arid  Umit  the  scope 

{f  ths  ecBonUnaUon — The  proper  wwne. 

Where  the  main  purpose  of  an  examination  of  parties  before  trial,  as  dis- 
closed by  the  affidavit  on  which  the  order  for  the  examination  was 
made,  seemed  to  be  designed  to  establish  the  ultimate  fact  of  an  indicta- 
ble offense  in  which  the  plaintiff  confesses  himself  guilty  with  the 
defendants: 

BM,  that  it  is  not  competent  to  compel  the  defendants  to  testify  to  any 
evidentiary  fact,  such  as  the  execution  of  certain  deeds  and  the  like, 
which  have  a  tendency  to  establish  what  might  result  in  a  criminal 
charge  against  them,  or  which  will  subject  them  to  a  penalty. 

Parties  to  a  suit  have  the  right  to  be  protected  from  inquiries  of  this  kind, 
and  the  proper  course  to  be  pursued  is  by  motion  to  limit  the  exam- 
ination to  Intimate  matters  rather  than  by  objection  to  the  several 
questions  as  they  may  be  propounded,  or  by  the  advice  of  counsel  to 
his  clients  that  they  are  shielded  by  the  statute  from  answering. 

N,  Y.  Chambers^  Septemberj  1880. 

James  H.  Greensward,  a  lawyer,  sued  the  Union  Dime 
Savings  Institution  and  its  trastees  to  recover  $5,000  for 
alleged  services  in  taking  care  of  eleven  houses  and  lots  in 
Forty-seventh  street  and  Lexington  avenue  during  two  years 
from  November,  1876.  The  plaintiff  says  that  the  sa^ngs 
bank  purchased  this  property,  on  which  it  held  first  mort- 
gages to  a  large  amount,  from  the  receiver  and  assignee  ii^ 
bankruptcy  of  the  estate  of  Anson  B.  Birdsall ;  that  the  bank 
and  its  trustees  desiring  to  have  the  title  to  the  property  taken 
in  the  name  of  some  third  person  induced  him  to  take  such 
title,  he  giving  back  to  the  bank  mortgages  upon  the  property 
and  a  reconveyance  of  the  title,  the  deed  to  him  being  recorded, 
while  the  deed  by  him  to  the  bank  was,  by  mutual  agree- 
ment, withheld  from  record.    The  defendants,  plaintiff  alleges, 


MO         NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


GreeoBward  agt  Union  Dime  Savings  Institution. 

promised  to  pay  him  for  taking  charge  of  and  endeavoring  to 
effect  a  sale  of  the'  property.  The  defense  is  that  plaintiff, 
during  the  time  mentioned,  was  in  the  employment,  as  clerk, 
of  John  H.  Y.  Arnold,  one  of  the  defendants  and  counsel  for 
the  bank,  and  that  whatever  services  plaintiff  rendered  were 
as  such  clerk  and  had  been  fully  paid  for ;  that  the  bank  had 
surrendered  to  plaintiff  the  bonds  and  mortgages,  and  obtained 
from  him  a  release  of  all  claims  in  respect  to  this  property. 
The  plaintiff  obtained  from  judge  Beach,  in  supreme  court 
chambers,  an  order  requiring  three  of  the  defendants.  Napo- 
leon J.  Haines,  Gurdner  S.  Chapin  and  Aaron  Close,  to  submit 
to  an  examination  as  parties  before  trial  Then  the  case  came 
before  judge  MIoombbb  upon  a  motion  by  defendants  to  define 
and  limit  the  scope  of  the  examination,  it  being  claimed  that 
plaintiff  was  precluded  from  examining  the  defendants  as 
to  any  oral  understanding  in  the  matter,  he  having  himself 
testified,  in  November,  1877,  before  William  J.  Best,  bank 
examiner,  that  he  had  instructed  Mr.  Arnold  to  bid  for  the 
property  for  him  at  the  sale  of  the  bankrupt's  estate ;  that 
fifty  dollars  was  the  amount  of  the  bid,  and  that  the  purchase 
was  not  suggested  by  Arnold  as  a  cover  or  blind  to  conceal  the 
ownership,  which  was  in  the  savings  institution ;  that  his  idea 
was  that  if  real  estate  went  up  there  might  be  something  in 
them,  but  since  it  had  gone  down  he  would  give  a  deed  to  the 
bank  for  the  houses. 

&  C.  Canabley  for  plaintiff. 

WiUiam  S.  Amovm^  for  defendants. 

Maoombeb,  J.  —  In  granting  the  application,  said :  It  can- 
not be  permitted  to  the  plaintiff  to  ask  of  the  defendants  on 
this  examination  any  question  which  will  tend  to  establish  the 
fact  as  alleged  in  the  complaint  and  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit, 
that  the  title  to  the  lands  mentioned  was  taken  in  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  mortgages  were  executed  by  him  to  the 
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corporation  for  the  pnrpoae  of  enabling  the  bank  to  pass  a 
proper  examination  at  the  hands  of  the  bank  examiner.  It 
has  long  been  enacted  by  statute  that  a  witness  shall  not  be 
required  to  give  any  answer  which  will  have  a  tendency  to 
accuse  himself  of  any  crime  or  misdemeanor,  or  to  expose  him 
to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  (2  Stat,  at  Large^  422,  see.  71 ; 
Code  OwU  Prooedv/re^  8eo.  837).  The  main  purpose  of  the 
examination,  as  disclosed  by  the  affidavit,  seems  to  be  designed 
to  establish  the  ultimate  fact  of  an  indictable  offense,  in  which 
the  plaintiff  confesses  himself  ^Ity  with  the  defendants.  It 
is  clearly  not  competent  to  compel  the  defendants  to  testify  to 
any  evidentiary  fact,  such  as  the  execution  of  the  deeds  and 
the  like,  which  have  a  tendency  to  establish  what  might  result 
in  a  criminal  charge  against  them,  or  which  will  subject  them 
to  a  penalty.  I  do  not,  of  course,  speak  of  what  the  truth  is 
in  the  case  as  to  the  imputation  made  against  the  defendants. 
Parties  to  a  suit,  without  reflection  upon  their  integrity  in 
making  the  obiection,  have  the  right  to  be  protected  from 
inquiries  of  the  kind ;  and  their  counsel  has,  in  my  judgment, 
pursued  the  proper  course  by  motion  to  limit  the  examination 
to  legitimate  matters,  rather  than  by  objection  to  the  several 
questions  as  .they  may  be  propounded,  and  by  advice  to  his 
clients  that  thev  are  shielded  by  the  statute  from  answering 

accurately  as  to  cover  all  questions  upon  what  subjects  the 
defendants  may  be  examined,  but  the  foregoing  does,  I  think, 
indicate  sufficiently  clearly  for  guidance  of  counsel  the  proper 
limitation  of  the  examination. 
Vol.  LIX       51 


f08  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


Woodmansee  et  al.  agt.  Rodgers. 


COURT  OF  APPEAXS. 

LuicAN  WooDMANSEB  et  (d.y  appellants,  agt.  Amos  S.  Bodgebs, 

respondent. 

Attcuihmerd —  (Mb  qf  OwU Procedure^  MeeHonHQSi — Whatii  an  aeiualappli'' 
eoHon  €f  attached  property  under  thu  eection — VacaUon  cf,  hy  etUnsquent 
aUaehinff  creditor. 

A  mere  levy  under  an  execution  is  not  such  an  actual  application  of  the 
attached  property  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  under  section  682  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  as  to  bar  the  right  of  the  subsequent  lienor  to 
move  to  vacate  the  same,  as  provided  in  this  section. 

The  language  of  this  section  of  the  Code  means  an  actual  and  real  appli- 
cation of  the  property  or  its  proceeds,  as  distinguished  from  a  construct- 
ive one. 

While  the  property  remains,  before  it  has  been  actually  transferred  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  in  case  of  sale,  before  its  proceeds  have  gone  to  him,  it  is 
possible  for  the  court  to  control  and  determine  the  liens  upon  it,  fixing 
their  order  and  enforcing  their  payment  on  the  one  hand,  or  discharging 
or  removing  them  on  the  other  (Affirming  &  0.,  56  How,,  489). 

September^  1880. 

The  plaintiffs  obtained  an  attacbment  against  the  property 
of  the  defendant  on  October  twentieth.  On  the  twenty- 
second  they  obtained  judgment  and  levied  execution.  On  the 
twenty-first  of  October,  Weil  Bros,  levied  an  attachment. 
After  judgment  of  plaintiffs,  Weil  Bros,  mored  to  vacate  the 
attachment  of  plaintiffs.  The  latter  contended  that  the  former 
were  too  late  with  the  motion,  as  plaintiffs  had  levied  an  exe- 
cution, which  amounted  to  an  actual  application  of  the 
attached  property  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment. 

Judge  Bbabt,  at  special  term  {see  68  How.^  98),  overruled 
this  objection  and  set  aside  the  attachment.  This  decision 
was  sustained  at  general  term  in  an  opinion  delivered  by  judge 
Davis  {see  58  How.,  439),  whereupon  plaintifb  appealed  to  the 
court  of  appeals. 
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Otto  Hawitz^  for  appellants. 

JBlumeneteU  <6  Eirsohj  for  respondent  Weil  Bros. 

FmoH,  J.  —  T^e  plaintiffs  obtained  an  attachment  against 
the  property  of  the  defendant  on  the  20th  day  of  October, 
1879,  and  on  the  twenty-second  of  the  same  month  perfected 
judgment  in  their  action  and  issned  execution,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  which  the  sherijBf  levied  upon  the  property  of  the 
defendant  upon  the  same  day. 

The  firm  of  Weil  Bros,  obtained  a  warrant  of  attachment 
against  the  property  of  the  defendant,  which  is  conceded  to 
have  been  subsequent  in  point  of  time  to  that  obtained  by 
plaintifis,  although  its  date  in  the  printed  case  is  October  2, 
1879.  The  date  is  probably  a  mistake,  for  the  argument  went 
upon  a  distinct  concession,  on  both  sides,  that  as  against  the 
plaintiff  the  firm  of  Weil  Bros,  were  subsequent  lienors. 

On  the  28th  of  October,  1879,  the  latter  moved  to  vacate 
the  plaintiffs'  attachment,  which  motion  was  granted,  and  the 
order  affirmed  by  the  general  term.  The  sole  question  pre- 
sented here  is  whether,  under  section  682  of  the  Code,  the 
subsequent  lienors  had  the  right  to  move  in  face  of  the  fact 
that  the  defendant's  property  had  already  been  levied  upon 
by  virtue  of  the  plaintiffs'  execution.  The  Code  provides  that 
the  subsequent  lienor  may  make  the  mqtion,  ^^  before  the 
actual  application  of  the  attached  property  or  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  the  payment  of  a  judgment  recovered  in  the 
action." 

We  think  the  conclusion  of  the  general  term  —  that  a  mere 
levy  under  an  execution  is  not  such  actual  appHcation  as  to 
bar  the  right  of  the  subsequent  lienor  to  move — was  correct. 
While  a  levy  upon  sufficient  property  has  often  been  held  to 
be  payment  of  the  debt,  and  to  extinguish  the  judgment,  it  is 
only  constructively  so,  and  with  reference  to  the  equitable 
rights  of  others,  and  the  judgment  may  nevertheless  not  be 
in  fact  paid.    We  think  the  language  ofv  the  Code,  in  the  sec- 
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tion  referred  to,  means  an  actual  and  real  application  of  the 
property  or  its  proceeds,  as  distingaished  from  a  constractive 
one.  The  reason  of  the  mle  plainly  leads  in  this  direction. 
While  the  property  remains,  before  it  has  been  actually  trans- 
ferred to  the  plaintifE,  or  in  case  of  sale,  befpre  its  proceeds 
hare  gone  to  him,  it  is  possible  for  the  conrt  to  control  and 
determine  the  Hens  upon  it^  fixing  their  order  and  enforcing 
their  payment  on  the  one  hand,  or  discharging  or  removing 
them  on  the  other.  Ko  evil  can  resnlt,  unless  from  a  delay 
which  has  in  fact  transferred  the  property  or  its  proceeds 
upon  a  lien  fully  and  completely  enforced.  That  evil  was  the 
one  at  which  the  provision  of  the  section  in  question  was 
aimed)  and  it  does  not  exist  where  there  is  merely  a  levy 
under  which  neither  the  property  nor  its  proceeds  have  acfcu- 
tilj  and  in  fact  passed  to  the  creditor.  That  seems  to  us  to 
be  the  true  construction  of  the  section,  and  it  follows  that  the 
order  should  be  affirmed. 
All  concur. 


MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  COURT. 

GhooaaB  Sntdsb  and  John  Cravkbb,  respondents,  agt  Daniel 

SoHSAic,  appellant. 

JvMioti  eawii —  OofM^M/iu  return — Pmoer  of  JtuUeei  qf  the  peace  ae  to 
amendmente — Irregularitiee  which  loiff  not  offfedt  a  judgment —  Officer  de 
facXO'^  kU  aete  euetained. 

Wliere,  or  appeal  from  a  Justice's  Judgment^  it  k  alleged  as  error  tiiat  the 
constable  who  served  the  siumnons  was  not  a  legal  ofQcer  and  that  his 
retam  of 'the  service  is  false,  it  is  shown  by  affidavits  that  the  person 
serving  the  summons  has  long  been  acting  and  recognized  by  the  public 
as  a  constable  and  claims  to  be  a  legal  officer  and  authorized  to  act  as 
sueh: 

SM,  that,  being  a  de  facto  constable  his  official  acts,  so  far  as  the  public 
and  third  persons  are  concerned,  are  Just  as  valid  and  effectual  as 
though  he  was  an  officer  dejure,  and  his  title  and  acts  can  only  be  ques- 
•tioned  in  a  direct  proceeding  wifli  him  In  which  they  were  in  issue. 
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Where  a  justice's  return  on  appeal  shows  that  i^  the  jurisdictional  stepe 
were  taken  neoeesary  to  a  valid  judgment  before  him;  that  he  issoed  a 
summons  which  was  served  on  the  defendant  by  a  constable  personaUy, 
enough  is  stated  to  raise  the  presumption  of  the  regularity  as  to  the 
form  of  the  summons  and  its  due  service.  If  any  error  oacimed,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  appellant  to  make  it  clearly  appear  to  the  court  on 
appeal,  as  no  presumption  can  be  indulged  in  against  the  judgment. 

Where  the  justice  in  his  return  certified  that  he  issued  and  delivered  the 
summons  to  the  constable  for  service  on  the  twenty-third,  and  on  the 
same  day  it  was  duly  returned  to  him  by  the  constable  with  a  return  of 
personal  service,  the  constable  in  his  return  certifying  that  he  served  the 
summons  on  the  8d  day  of  Januaiy,  1880.  From  affidavits  read  it 
appeared  that  the  summons  was  duly  served  and  returned  on  January 
twenty-third.  The  date  of  service  in  the  constable's  return  is  not  cor- 
rect, and  was  inserted  by  him  by  mistake  in  neglecting  to  add  the  figure 
2  just  before  the  figure  8 : 

EM,  that  this  is  not  fatal  to  the  judgment 

EM^  also,  that  ample  power  odsts  for  amending  the  constable's  return 
and  correcting  the  irregularity  therein.  The  justice  had  the  authority 
to  allow  the  amendment  before  or  after  judgment,  and  the  amendment 
may  be  allowed  now  in  furtherance  of  justice. 

JuIai  81,  1880. 

«7.  D,  <&  F.  F.  WendeUj  for  respondents. 

JS.  J.  Sa/nsorij  for  appellant. 

Z.  S.  Westbeook,  County  Judge.  —  This  case  comes  np  on 
an  appeal  taken  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  recovered 
against  him  before  A.  D.  Canning,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  town  of  Minden,  on  January  30,  1880.  It  is  alleged, 
as  error,  that  the  constable  who  served  the  summons  ivas  not 
a  legal  officer,  and  that  his  return  of  the  service  is  false. 
These  are  assigned  as  errors  of  fact.  The  summons  was  dated 
and  issued  on  January  23, 1880,  and  was  made  returnable  on 
January  thirtieth,  at  9  o'clock  a.  m.,  and  was  in  due  form. 

The  justice  in  his  return  certifies  that  he  issued  and  delivered 
the  summons  to  the  constable  for  service  on  the  twenty-third, 
and  on  the  same  day  it  was  duly  returned  to  him  by  Henry 
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Huflen,  a  constable  of  Montgomery  coonty,  with  a  retnm  of 
personal  service.  The  following  is  the  retom  of  service 
indorsed  on  the  summons : 

"  MONTQOMBBT  CoTJNTY,  M.  / 

I  hereby  certify  that  on  the  3d  day  of  January,  1880,  I 
served  the  within  summons  on  the  within  named  defendant, 
Daniel  Schram,  by  delivering  to  and  leaving  with  him  per- 
sonally a  true  copy  thereof.  

HENRY  HUSEN, 

CmsUMeP 

As  to  the  objection  that  the  officer  who  served  the  sum- 
mons was  not  a  legal  constable,  I  don't  think  I  can  properly 
determine  that  question  in  this  case.  The  justice  in  his  return 
certifies  that  he  is  a  constable,  and  the  officer  in  his  return  of 
service  also  affirms  it.  The  affidavits  read  by  appellant  raise 
some  doubt  as  to  his  being  a  legal  constable.  But  the  affi- 
davits read  by  the  respondents'  counsel  show  that  he  has  long 
been  acting  and  recognized  by  the  public  as  a  constable,  and 
claims  to  be  a  legal  officer  and  authorized  to  act  as  such.  He 
was,  therefore,  a  de  facto  officer,  which  is  sufficient  for  all  pur- 
poses in  this  case,  and  his  return  is  conclusive.  Being  a  d$ 
facto  constable  his  official  acts,  so  far  as  the  public  and  third 
persons  are  concerned,  are  just  as  valid  and  effectual  as  though 
he  was  an  officer  de  jv/re^  and  his  title  and  acts  could  only 
be  questioned  in  a  direct  proceeding  with  him  in  which  they 
were  in  issue. 

In  the  case  of  Read  agt  The  Oity  of  Buffalo  (3  KeyeSj 
447),  a  justice  of  the  peace  heard  and  rendered  judgment  in 
the  case  after  his  term  expired,  claiming  the  right  to  continue 
to  act.  On  an  appeal  in  that  case  the  judgment  of  the  justice 
was  sustained.  Judge  Pobteb  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court  of  appeals  {pa>ge  448),  says :  ^'  It  is  unnecessary  to 
determine  the  question  whether  the  magistrate  was  right  in 
retaining  his  place  until  the  qualification  of  his  successor.  It 
is  sufficient  that  he  was  an  officer  de  facto  discharging  the 
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duties  of  his  position  under  color  of  legal  title.  His  judicial 
acts,  so  far  as  they  affected  only  the  rights  of  third  persons, 
were  not  subject  to  collateral  impeachment  on  the  ground  that' 
he  was  no  longer  a  magistrate  dejwreP 

In  Fowler  agt.  Bebee  (9  Ma98.j  231)  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  could  not  show  that  the  person  who  served  the  writ 
on  him  was  not  a  sheriff  ^^w^?. 

The  rule  sustaining  the  official  acts  of  officers  de  fcusto  is 
founded  on  considerations  of  public  policy,  and  its  mainte- 
nance is  essential  to  the  preservatioi  of  order,  the  security  of 
private  rights  and  the  due  enforcement  of  the  laws  {Parker 
agt.  Barker^  8  Paige^  428 ;  Weeks  agt.  EUie^  2  Barb.^  820 ; 
OreenUaf  agt.  Lov)^  4  Denio^  170 ;  Wxtaoo^  agt.  Smithy  5 
Wmd.y  233). 

The  next  and  more  serious  question  is  as  to  the  irregularity 
in  the  constable's  return  of  the  service  of  the  summons. 

From  the  affidavits  read  it  appears  that  the  sxmimons  was 
duly  served  and  returned  on  January  twenty-third.  The  date 
of  service  in  the  constable's  return  is  not  correct,  and  was 
inserted  by  him  by  mistake  in  neglecting  to  add  the  figure  2 
just  before  the  figure  3.  The  appellant's  counsel  urges  that 
this  is  fatal  to  the  judgment. 

It  is  true  that  the  justice  could  only  acquire  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  the  defendant  by  a  proper  return  of  the  service 
(2  vol.  Waifs  LoAJo  amd  Prao.y  72). 

The  sxmimons  (a  long:  one)  must  be  served  at  least  six  days 
.before  the  time  of  appearance  mentioned  therein  (2  R.  8. 
\Edm».  ^.],  243,  sec.  15). 

^^  The  constable  serving  a  summons  shall  return  thereupoi;L 
in  writing  the  time  and  manner  in  which  he  executed  the 
same  and  sign  his  name  thereto  "  {Ihid^  see.  16). 

The  constable's  return  must  show  the  time  and  manner  of 
service. 

If  it  does  not  show  any  time  when  the  summons  was  served 
the  justice  obtains  no  jurisdiction  to  proceed  (TF^^feragt. 
Lamprrumy  14  Johns.,,  481) ;  and  the  constable's  return  must 
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show  that  the  sninmons  was  served  six  days  before  it  is  return- 
able.  The  time  of  service  stated  in  the  return  is  material  to 
show  that  the  summons  was  served  six  days  before  it  is  return- 
able {Legg  agt.  StUlnumj  2  Cow,y  418 ;  Bromley  agt.  Smithy 
S  Sm,  517). 

Justices  are  required  to  keep  a  book  in  which  they  shall 
enter  the  time  when  they  issue  a  process  against  a  defendant, 
and  the  title  and  other  proceedings  in  each  cause  before  them 
(2  R.  S.  \Echn.  ed.\  277,  sects.  243,  244) ;  and  their  dockets 
are  evidence  before  them  of  the  proceedings  had  in  any  cause 
{lUd,  see.  245), 

Where  a  justice^s  return  on  appeal  shows  that  aD  the  juris- 
dictional steps  were  taken  necessary  to  a  valid  judgment  before 
him,  that  he  issued  a  summons  which  was  served  on  the 
defendant  by  a  constable  personally,  enough  is  stated  to  raise 
the  presumption  of  the  regularity  as  to  the  form  of  the  sum- 
mons and  its  due  service.  If  any  error  occurred  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  appellant  to  make  it  clearly  appear  to  the  court  on 
appeal,  as  no  presumption  can  be  indulged  in  against  the  judg- 
ment  {Potter  agt.  Whittakerj  27  JETow.^  10, 13). 

It  is  for  the  appellant  to  show  that  error  has  been  commit- 
ted to  his  prejudice.  Appellate  courts  in  reviewing  casea 
heard  and  decided  by  justices  of  the  peace  uniformly  regard 
them  with  great  liberality  and  seek  to  sustain  them  by  every 
reasonable  and  warrantable  intendment  {Schoonmaker  agt. 
SpenceTy  54  iT.  T.,  366). 

The  constable's  return  of  service  does  not  show  that  the 
summons  was  not  served  six  days  before  it  was  returnable. 
I  think  it  fairly  shows,  especially  in  connection  with  the 
justice's  own  docket  before  him,  that  it  was  duly  served  six 
days  before  it  was  returnable.  No  presumption  will  be 
indulged  against  it.  I  cannot  see  how  the  defendant  has  been 
prejudiced  by  the  constable's  return. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  also,  that  ample  power  exists  for 
amending  the  constable's  return  and  correcting  the  irregu- 
larity therein.    The  justice  had  the  authority  to  allow  the 
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amendment  before  or  after  judgment ;  and  the  amendment 
may  be  allowed  now  in  furtherance  of  justice  (2  B.  S.y  442 
[JSim.  ed.\  mcs,  1,  4,  5,  7,  8 ;  Code  qf  Civil  Proc^  sec.  723 ; 
Ferry  agt.  Tynm^  22  Bc^rh.,  187). 

Justices  of  the  peace  have  the  same  powers  as  to  amend- 
ments as  courts  of  record  {Perry  agt  Tynen^  eupra^  139,  omd 
oaeee  iherem  cited  ^  Tcdcott  agt.  Itozenberg^  3  Daly^  208). 

I  have  remitted  the  return  in  the  case  (though  I  don't 
regard  it  necessary)  to  the  justice  before  whom  the  cause  was 
tried  to  allow  the  constable  to  correct  the  inf ormalitj  in  his 
return  of  service,  and  he  has  done  so. 

It  is  very  doubtful  if  the  notice  of  appeal  is  suJBScient  to 
raise  any  question,  except  as  to  whether  the  constable  who 
served  the  smnmons  was  a  legal  ofiScer.  But  with  my  views, 
as  expressed,  it  is  not  important  to  pass  upon  the  sufiGiciency 
of  the  notice. 

The  defendant  has  no  merits.  He  deliberately  absented 
himself  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons. 

The  judgment  is  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence  and 
undoubtedly  is  just. 

If  the  defendant  had  any  defense  and  any  good  excuse 
for  his  default  he  might  have  been  relieved  and  permitted 
to  come  in  and  defend  on  a  proper  application. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  accordingly  affirmed,  with  costs. 
Vol.  LIX  62 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Ohablbs  Kohn  agt  William  B.  Bubtztbtt. 

Judgment  ae  c^eeUng  order  af  oaretA —  (Mi  of  OM  Proeedwre,  decUon  670. 

Where  the  def end&nt  was  held  on  an  order  of  arrest,  a  motion  haying 
been  made  upon  affidavits  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest,  a  reference  was 
ordered,  and  pending  the  reference  the  action  was  tried  and  judgment 
was  rendered  for  the  amount  of  the  debts  and  costs,  the  judge  declin- 
ing to  hear  evidence  on  the  question  of  fraud.  An  execution  having 
been  issued  agairiit  the  person  of  defendant,  a  motion  was  made  to  set 
it  aside: 

BM,  that  the  application  was  made  in  this  case  before  judgment  and  in 
season.  The  judgment  only  determined  the  fact  and  amount  of  the 
defendant's  indebtedness,  and  not  necessarily  what  kind  of  execution 
may  be  issued  to  enforce  it  The  question  whether  the  execution  could 
be  issued  against  the  body  could  only  be  determined  in  this  action  by 
the  existence  of  the  order  of  arrest  after  the  defendant  had  lost  the 
right  to  move  to  vacate  such  order. 

JUTew  York  ChamberSy  July,  1880. 

The  defendant  was  held  on  an  order  of  arrest  based  npon 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  made  at  the  time  of  con- 
tracting the  debt,  and  the  subsequent  fraudulent  disposition 
of  his  property.  A  motion  having  been  made  upon  affidavits 
to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest,  a  reference  was  ordered,  and 
pending  the  hearing  a  stipulation  was  signed  by  the  counsel 
on  either  side,  that  further  evidence  might  be  given  on  three 
days'  notice.  While  the  reference  was  pending  the  action  was 
tried,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  amount  of  the  debt  and 
costs.  The  judge  declined  to  hear  evidence  on  the  question 
of  fraud.  An  execution  having  been  issued  against  the  per- 
son of  defendant,  a  motion  was  made  at  chambers  to  set  it 
aside.  The  question  was  thus  presented  whether  the  judg- 
ment put  an  end  to  or  formed  a  bar  to  the  defendant's  motion 
to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest. 
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AVbett  dk  FvUer^  for  plaintiff. 

D.  dk  T.  MoMahon^  for  defendant. 

Potter,  J.  —  In  his  opinion,  says  that  formerly  "such 
waa  the  effect  of  the  judgment,  but  by  an  amendment  of  the 
Code  of  Procednre,  section  183,  the  defendant  has  twenty 
days  after  service  of  the  order  to  move  to  vacate  the  order 
{PUo  agt.  Chihey,  36  Howard,  179).  By  section  576,  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  a  defendant  may  apply  to  vacate  an  order 
of  arrest  at  any  time  before  final  judgment.  The  application 
was  made  in  this  case  before  judgment  and  in  season.  The 
judgment  only  determined  the  fact  and  amount  of  the  defend- 
ant's indebtedness,  and  not  necessarily  what  kind  of  execu- 
tion may  be  issued  to  enforce  it.  The  question  whether  the 
execution  could  be  issued  against  the  body  could  only  be 
determined  in  this  action  by  the  existence  of  the  order  of 
arrest  after  the  defendant  had  lost  the  right  to  move  to  vacate 
such  order.  The  defendant  has  not  expressly  or  impliedly 
consented  to  abandon  his  motion."  Judge  Pottbb  denies  the 
motion,  unless  defendant  proceeds  with  the  taking  of  evidence 
and  concludes  it  within  thirty  days. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 
Zaohabiah  E.  Simmons  agt.  Cobnelius  J.  Yandebbilt. 

BuMwnaiUon  cf  paflrUn  htfore  trial-^What  affldami  mutt  state  iojut^  an 

order  for. 

To  Justify  an  order  to  examine  a  defendant  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to  frame 
his  pleading,  the  affidavit  must  make  disdosore  of  what  induced  plain- 
tiff to  proceed;  and  the  framing  of  a  general  averment  is  not  sufficient 

F^8t  DepartmerUy  General  Term,  September,  1880. 
Before  Davis,  P.  J.j  Bbady  and  Babbett,  J  J. 
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Appeal  from  order  vacating  order  for  the  examination  of 
the  defendant. 

H.  M.  Whitehead^  for  appellant. 

Lord  dk  Lardy  for  respondent. 

Feb  Cubiam.  — Where  a  proper  case  has  been  made  for  it, 
a  party  has  an  nndonbted  right  to  examine  his  adversary  to 
enable  him  to  prepare  his  pleadings.  But  here  the  plaintiff's 
affidavit  is  entirely  defective.  It  states  no  fact  whatever, 
except  that  the  defendant  admitted  ^^  the  receipt  of  the  mon^ 
sned  for."  The  relations  between  the  parties  are  nndisdosed. 
The  plaintiff  gives  ns  no  insight  into  his  real  position ;  no 
cine  to  the  averment  that  the  moneys  were  received  ^  for  his 
nse.''  Something  should  at  least  have  transpired  to  justify 
the  bringing  of  the  suit  and  the  framing  of  a  general  aver- 
ment So  far  the  conrt  should  have  been  taken  into  the 
plaintiff's  confidence.  As  it  is,  this  affidavit  is  entirely 
blind.  It  seems  studiously  to  avoid  a  frank  disclosure  of 
what  induced  the  plaintiff  to  proceed.  The  order  was,  there- 
fore, very  properly  vacated.  It  would  be  intolerable  were 
parties  to  be  subjected  to  inquisitorial  examinations  upon  such 
papers. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affumed,  with  ten  del* 
lars  costs  and  the  disbursements  of  the  appeal. 


NEW  YORK  PRA.CnCB  REPORTS.  418 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Thx  PbopIiS  ex  rd.  Ohaslbs  C.  Eoan,  executor,  dbc,  respond* 
ent,  agt  The  Jtswhobb  of  thb  Masins  Ooubt  of  the  Oitt 
OF  New  York,  appeUante. 

Marine  eaurtqfthe  dX^  cf  New  Tork^fnay  rewoe  an  action  and  etmUnus  it 
againet  an  exeeutor —  (Me  of  OwU  Procedure,  eection  816. 

When,  during  the  pendency  of  an  action  in  the  marine  court  of  the  city 
of  New  ToTk»  the  defendant  dies,  that  court  may  direct  the  action  to 
be  reviyed  and  continued  against  his  executors  or  administrators,  and 
this  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  said  court  would  have  had  no 
original  jurisdiction  against  such  representatiyes  in  the  first  instance. 

{Owrruthg  same  ease  in  18  Bun,  888.) 

Decided  September  31,  1880. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of  tiie  supreme 
conrt  in  the  first  department,  affirming  an  order  of  the  special 
term  making  absohite  a  writ  prohibiting  the  marine  oourt 
from  acting  nnder  an  order  made  by  Mr.  justice  McAdam, 
one  of  the  jndges  thereof,  continuing  an  action  against  the 
legal  representatives  of  a  deceased  defendant. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion* 

Jf .  cfi  E.  Jaodbsy  for  marine  conrt,  and  EU  Lang,  for  plain- 
tifEs  in  the  original  action,  appellants. 

C,  C.  Egcm,  attorney  in  person,  for  respondent. 

Bapallo,  J.  —  The  action  against  Mrs.  Hazard,  the  relator's 
testatrix,  was  conunenced  in  the  marine  conrt  in  November, 
1874,  and  proceeded  to  trial  and  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general  term  of  the 
marine  conrt  and  there  argued  on  the  2d  of  January,  1878. 
On  the  30th  of  January,  1878,  and  before  any  decision  had 
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been  announced  by  the  general  term,  Mrs.  Hazard,  the  defend- 
ant, died. 

Letters  testamentary  were,  on  the  12th  of  Febraary,  1878, 
issued  to  0.  0.  Egan,  Esq.,  the  relator,  as  executor  of  the  will 
of  Mrs.  Hazard.  On  notice  to  him  a  motion  was  made  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  marine  court,  on  the  26th  of  March,  1878,  to 
continue  the  action  against  him  as  executor,  which  motion 
was  opposed.  An  order  was  thereupon  made  by  the  marine 
court  granting  the  motion. 

The  general  term  having  in  the  meantime  decided  the  appeal 
and  entered  an  order  reversing  the  judgment  and  granting  a 
new  trial,  the  plaintiffs,  after  i;he  entry  of  the  order  continuing 
the  action,  took  steps  to  bring  it  to  trial,  whereupon,  on  the 
application  of  Mr.  Egan,  the  supreme  court  granted  a  writ  of 
prohibition  prohibiting  the  marine  court  from  entertaining 
further  jurisdiction  of  the  action  and  enjoining  the  plainti£b 
from  further  proceeding  therein.  The  present  appeal  is  from 
the  order  granting  this  writ. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  order  was  made  is,  that  by  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Hazard  the  action  abated  and  the  marine  court 
had  no  power  or  jurisdiction  to  revive  or  continue  it  against 
her  executor. 

From  the  time  of  its  organization  the  marine  court  has  been 
denied  original  jurisdiction  in  actions  against  executors  and 
administrators.  In  the  act  of  1813,  chapter  85,  section  106, 
it  was  declared  that  it  should  have  no  jurisdiction  of  actions 
against  executors  and  administrators  as  such.  In  the  Code  of 
1848,  section  58,  it  was  declared  that  it  should  have  jurisdic 
tion  in  certain  enumerated  cases  and  no  others.  The  first 
specification  was  '^  actions  similar  to  those  in  which  courts  of 
justices  of  the  peace  have  jurisdiction,  provided  by  sections 
46  and  47."  By  section  47  of  the  Code  of  1848,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  no  justice  of  the  peace  should  have  cognizance  of 
an  action  against  an  executor  or  administrator  as  such.  This 
prohibition  was  thus  made  applicable  to  the  marine  court  and 
has  at  no  time  been  removed.    The  various  acts  of  the  lesris- 
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latnre,  from  time  to  time  passed  since  1848,  have  added  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  conrt  in  other  respects,  but  none  of  them 
has  ever  made  any  change  in  this  particular.  Bat,  notwith- 
standing this  positive  denial  of  jurisdiction  to  entertain  actions 
originally  brought  against  executors  or  administrators,  the 
Code  of  1848,  section  8,  expressly  made  applicable  to  actions 
in  the  marine  and  justices'  courts,  the  provision  of  section  101 
(now  numbered  121),  which  declare  that  no  action  shall  abate 
by  the  death,  marriage  or  other  disability  of  a  party  if  the 
cause  of  action  survive  or  continue,  bat  that  the  court  may 
allow  the  action  to  be  continued  by  or  against  his  representa- 
tive. Kone  of  the  amendments  to  the  Code  of  1848  have 
changed  these  provisions.  Beading  them  in  connection,  the 
rale  they  established  clearly  was,  that  an  action  could  not  be 
brought  in  the  marine  court  against  an  executor  or  administra- 
tor as  such,  but  that  if  after  having  acquired  jurisdiction  in  an 
action  the  defendant  should  die,  the  action  should  not  abate, 
but  might  be  continued  against  his  representative.  There  is 
no  inconsistency  in  these  provisions.  Under  that  Code  the 
action  now  in  question  was  brought.  It  is  contended,  how- 
ever, by  the  relator  that  by  the  Code  of  1877,  the  power  of 
the  court  to  continue  the  action  was  taken  away. 

The  appellant  makes  several  answers  to  this  claim :  First. 
That,  assuming  that  the  new  Code  contains  provisions  depriv- 
ing the  court  of  jurisdiction  to  continue  actions  in  such  case, 
.  such  provisions  are  not  applicable  to  pending  actions,  but  only 
to  those  commenced  after  they  took  effect ;  that  to  make  theiyi 
applicable  to  pending  actions,  an  express  declaration  that  they 
were  so  intended  was  necessary,  otherwise  the  law,  as  it 
existed  when  the  action  was  commenced,  mnst  decide  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  citing  Hitchoooh  agt.  Way  (6  Ad.  dk  EU.j 
884),  and  Palmer  agt.  OorJy  (4  Den.^  876).  Without  ques- 
tioning the  soundness  of  this  position,  I  pass  to  the  second 
point  made  by  the  respondent's  counsel,  which  is  that  the  new 
Code  did  not  effect  any  change  in  respect  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to  continue  an  action^  of  which  it  had  acquired  jurisdio- 
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tion,  in  case  of  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties.  The  only 
provision  claimed  by  the  respondent  to  have  that  eSect  is 
section  316,  subdivision  3,  which  declares  that  the  marine 
court  "  has  not  jurisdiction  of  an  action  againt  an  executor  or 
administrator  in  his  representative  capacity."  This  is  the 
same  provision,  in  substance,  which  was  contained  in  the  act 
of  1813,  and  which  was,  in  the  Code  of  1848,  incorporated  by 
reference  in  the  section  defining  the  jurisdiction  of  the  marine 
court  But  in  the  new  Code,  as  in  the  old,  this  apparently 
positive  prohibition  is  qualified  by  applying  to  the  marine 
court  provision  that  an  action  shall  not  abate  by  any  event  if 
the  cause  of  action  survives,  but  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  a 
«ole  plaintifE  or  defendant  the  court  must  allow  it  to  be  con- 
tinued against  his  representative.  This  provision  for  continu- 
ing actions  is  contained  in  chapter  8,  title  4,  sections  755,  756, 
757  of  the  new  Code.  By  the  explanatory  act  accompanying 
the  Code  (Laws  of  1876,  chop,  449,  ^ec.  5,  a»  amended  by 
Lome  of  1877,  chap,  318,  eec,  5)  it  is  enacted  that  the  eighth 
chapter  of  the  Code  shall  apply  to  proceedings  taken  after 
September  1, 1877,  when  the  Code  took  effect,  in  the  courts 
specified  in  subdivision  4  of  the  same  section*  The  marine 
court  of  the  city  of  Kew  York  is  one  of  the  courts  named  in 
subdivision  4.  Thus  we  have  a  direct  recognition  of  the 
authority  of  the  marine  court  to  continue  an  action  against 
the  representatives  of  a  deceased  party,  and  the  law  stands 
precisely  as  it  did  under  the  former  Code.  That  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  Code  to  change  by  implication  the  exist- 
ing laws  relative  to  the  jurisdiction  and  powers  of  the  marine 
court,  is  apparent  not  only  from  the  notes  of  the  commission- 
era  but  from  the  explanatory  act  {Lome  of  1876,  cTuip.  449, 
eeo.  7,  evhd.  1).  It  would  seem  sufficiently  plain  from  the 
provisions  already  cited  that  the  power  to  revive  an  action  on 
the  death  of  a  party  was  not  intended  to  be  abrogated,  but  to 
put  the  matter  beyond  cavil  an  amendment  was  made,  in  1879, 
to  section  316,  subdivision  3,  declaring  that  that  subdivision 
did  not  prevent  the  court  from  continuing  an  action  against 
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the  representatives  of  a  deceased  defendant.  This  amend- 
ment was  simply  declaratory  and  made  no  new  law.  The 
application  of  the  provisions  for  reviving  actions  to  actions  in 
the  marine  court  had  the  same  legal  effect. 

The  point  taken  by  the  relator  that  the  decision  of  the 
marine  conrt,  general,  term  awarding  a  new  trial  not  having 
been  rendered  until  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Hazard,  was  abso- 
lutely void  under  section  765  of  the  Code,  is  not,  even  if  well 
taken,  available  on  this  appeal  The  writ  of  prohibition  abso- 
lutely prohibits  the  court  from  entertaining  further  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  cause.  This  cannot  be  sustained  even  if  the 
appeal  to  the  general  term  of  the  marine  court  should  be 
regarded  as  still  undecided. 

The  order  allowing  the  writ  affects,  we  think,  a  substantial 
ri^t.  It  determines  the  action  by  precluding  any  further 
proceeding  therein  and  deprives  the  plaintiffs  of  a  legal  right. 
We  think  it  is  appealable  to  this  court. 

The  orders  of  the  general  and  special  terms  should  be 
reversed  without  costs. 

"  All  concur,  except  Folobb,  Oh.  J.,  not  voting." 


STTPREME  COURT. 

Thb  Pboplb  ex  rd.  Edwabd  G.  Gilmobb,  appellant,  agt 

Ohables  DokohuX)  a  justice,  etc. 

The  People  ex  rd.  John  Smtth,  appellant,  agt.  Ohables 

Donohue,  a  justice,  etc. 

OmUempt — Whm  prodMding$  to  be  deemed  to  haw  been  terminated,  for  the 

purpoee$  of  review. 

Where  a  final  order  has  been  made  convicting  a  person  of  contempt  and 
pronouncing  upon  him  Judgment  of  fine  and  imprisonment,  the  pro- 
ceedings are,  for  the  purposes  of  review/ to  be  deemed  to  have  been 
terminated. 

Mrst  Depa/rtmenid^  Oeneral  Term^  Septemierj  1880. 
Vol.  TJX        63 
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Appeal  from  orders  quashing  writs  of  certiorari. 
A.  J.  Dittenhoeferj  for  appellant. 
Z.  Z.  Ddafidd^  for  respondent. 

Babbett,  J,  —  The  writs  of  certiorari  were  quashed  below 
upon  a  misunderstanding  of  what  was  decided  in  The  People 
agt.  Peabody  (6  -4.JJ.,  194),  and  Devlin  agt.  Piatt  (11  Abb.j 
398).  These  cases  undoubtedly  support  the  familiar  rule  that 
the  writ  does  not  lie  until  the  proceedings  are  terminated. 
But  the  precise  question  now  inyolved  did  not  arise.  Here 
the  final  judgment  has  been  pronounced,  formulated,  signed 
and  entered  of  record.  Nothing  whatever  remains  to  be  done. 
We  think  that  for  the  purposes  of  a  review,  the  proceedings 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been  terminated  by  the  final  order 
convicting  the  relators  of  contempt  and  pronouncing  upon 
them  the  judgment  of  fine  and  imprisonment.  The  warrant 
which  follows  is  analogous  to  the  execution  issued  upon  an 
ordinary  judgment.  Here  the  appeal  is  from  the  process 
issued  to  enforce  it.  As  the  writs  were  quashed  upon  the  sole 
ground  that  they  would  not  lie  until  the  warrants  had  been 
issued,  we  need  not  now  consider  any  other  point.  The  ques- 
tion whether  certiorari  is  the  proper  remedy  may  therefore  be 
properly  reserved  until  the  hearing  before  us  upon  the  ^its. 

The  order  quashing  the  writs  should  be  reversed  and  the 
writs  reinstated. 
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Peok^  trustee^  agt.  The  New  Tobk  and  New  Jebsey  Rail- 
way Company. 

DsHAjEUBST,  trustee^  agt.  Same. 

SaHrocUl  foredosure —  Oamputation  of  amount  due — What  mu$t  be  shown 
to  auitcUn  averment  qf  madequaqf  ofpriee — Void  order. 

Where,  in  a  foreclosure  of  a  railway  mortgage,  bonds  are  outstanding  and 

pledged  as  collateral,  it  is  not  error  for  the  referee  to  compute,  to  inelude 

them  in  his  estimate  of  the  amount  due. 
A  person  obtaining  a  void  order  cannot  use  it  to  excuse  the  laohea  caused 

by  trusting  to  it. 
An  order  vacating  an  order  is  a  Judicial  authority  that  it  should  not  have 

been  granted. 

Second  Depaaimient^  Oenerdl  Term^  Sefpternber^  1880. 

ClarkMn  iT.  PoUar^  for  appellants. 

H,  W.  Brewster  and  Chaaiee  B.  Alexander^  for  reBpondente. 

ff 

• 

DyxMAN, «/;  —  The  plaintiffs  in  these  actions  ais.  trustees 
for  the  holders  of  the  mortgage  bonds  issued  by  the  defend- 
ant and  a  company  to  whose  rights  and  obligations  it  has 
succeeded.  These  actions  were  brought  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
gages made  to  secure  the  bonds  and  proceeded  to  a  sale.  A 
holder  of  several  of  these  bonds  moved,  at  special  term,  to  set 
aside  the  sale  and  presented  three  grounds  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  court :  1st.  Error  of  law  by  the  referee  to  compute 
whereby  an  excessive  amount  was  reported  due.  2d.  Inade- 
quacy of  price.  3d.  Surprise  or  mistake  preventing  his 
presence  at  the  sale. 

A  number  of  the  bonds  were  pledged  as  collateral  to  debts 
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of  the  company  by  it  before  their  regular  iaeue.  These  were 
included  in  the  referee's  computation. 

The  appellant  contends  that  these  never  had  a  legal  incep- 
tion. The  respondents'  answer  is,  that  the  company  having 
Sailed  to  pay  the  pledges  have  sold,  and  the  liability  of  the 
company  becomes  fixed.  That  this  is  true  of  some  is  shown 
by  the  appellant's  petition  showing  title  to  a  part  of  his  bonds 
thus  gained.  Such  eventual  disposition  of  all  bonds  pledged 
was  natural  and  properly  provided  for.  The  appellant  had 
an  order  staying  the  sale.  This  was  vacated  on  the  day  of  the 
sale,  and  he  pleads  that  relying  on  this  order  he  made  no  prep- 
aration to  attend  the  sale,  and  learning  it  had  been  vacated 
too  late  he  was  not  present.  The  order  vacating  was  an  adju- 
dication that  the  order  should  not  have  been  granted  in  the 
'  first  instance.  This  court  will  not  interfere  to  throw  the  loss 
on  the  party  improperly  restrained  and  give  the  appellant 
advantage  of  this  wrong  {La  Forge  agt.  Van  Wagm&ny  li 
Bow.  Fr.j  54). 

We  do  not  think  inadequacy  of  consideration  established ; 
but  if  it  were  the  disposition  we  have  made  of  the  other  points 
would  leave  it  standing  abne  and  would  require  such  inade- 
quacy as  ^^  would  shock  the  conscience  and  amount,  in  itself, 
to  oondudve  and  decisive  evidence  of  fraud"  {Story  JSq. 
Juria.^  960.  246). 

The  Older  should  be  affirmed. 
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RoBBBT  J.  Andebson,  respondent,  agt.  Hsnst  S.  Speebs, 

appellant. 

Parties — Who  are  proper  parties  in  action  against  trustee  cf  manufaeturing 
eompam^  to  enferee  a  personal  UdbiUty  for  permUtlng  the  indebtedness  af 
the  eompamy  to  exceed  its  capital  sioek. 

In  an  action  against  the  tmstec  of  a  manufacturing  company,  to  enforce 
a  personal  liability  for  permitting  the  indebtedness  of  the  company  to 
exceed  its  capital  stock,  aO  the  creditors  of  the  company  must  be  Joined. 

In  snch  an  action,  an  accounting  will  be  necessary  to  determine  who  are 
creditors  of  the  company  and  the  ratable  manner  in  which  the  excess 
should  be  distributed  among  them. 

jFvrst  Department,  General  Term,  May,  1880. 

Appeal  from  judgment  overruling  demurrer  to  the  third 
cause  of  action  contained  in  the  complaint. 

D.  8.  Hitterhand  and  Michael  B.  Ca/rdozo,  for  appellant 

WT.  TT.  NUes,  for  respondent. 

Dakiels,  f7.  —  That  part  of  the  complaint  demurred  to  in 
this  case  sets  forth  the  facts  that  the  American  Shovel  Com- 
pany, of  which  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  trustees,  with 
his  assent  contracted  debts  in  excess  to  its  capital,  to  the 
amount  of  $38,629.80.  The  indebtedness  of  tiie  plaintiff, 
together  with  interest  and  expenses,  was  near  the  sum  of 
$7,000,  which  left  the  residue  of  about  $30,000,  for  which 
the  defendant  would  be  still  liable,  after  the  payment  of  the 
plaintiffs  demands,  to  the  other  creditors  of  the  corporation  ; 
and  it  was  for  the  non-joinder  of  these  creditors  as  parties  to 
the  action,  or  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  bring  the  action 
in  his  own  behalf,  and  on  behalf  of  the  other  creditors  of  .4;he 
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corporation,  that  the  demurrer  was  interpoeed.  It  was  held 
at  the  special  term  that  it  was  uzmecessarj  for  the  plaintiff  to 
bring  his  action  in  either  of  the  forms  indicated ;  and  whether 
that  determination  was  right  or  not  is  the  point  upon  which 
the  disposition  of  this  appeal  depends.  The  statute  applicable 
to  the  case  provides  that  if  the  indebtedness  of  the  company 
shall  at  any  time  exceed  the  amount  of  its  capital  stock,  its 
truBteee  assenting  thereto  ehaU  be  personally  and  individually 
liable  for  the  excess  to  the  creditors  of  the  company  (2  R.  S. 
[6th  6dJ]y  508,  sec.  58).  The  provision  upon  this  subject  is 
literally  the  same  as  that  contained  in  an  act  of  congress  relat- 
ing to  similar  corporations  formed  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
(16  V.  S.  Stat,  at  Zarge^  98,  sec.  4),  under  which  it  has  been 
held  that  an  individual  creditor  of  the  company  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  in  his  own  behalf  for  the  recovery  of  his  own 
debt  against  tjlie  officers  assenting  to  the  unlawful  increase  of 
the  company's  indebtedness  {Homer  agt.  Hemdng,  93  U.  S., 
228).  A  provision  precisely  the  same  is  contained  in  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Illinois  {JS,  S.  Stat  of  IU.y  228) ;  and  under 
that  it  has  also  been  held  that  an  action  by  one  creditor  on  his 
own  behalf  alone  cannot  be  sustained  {Bucha/n/nan  agt  Bar- 
tow Iron  Co.y  3  JSradweU^  191).  A  similar  point  has  also 
been  decided  in  the  state  of  Massachusetts  in  the  case  of  Mer- 
chant^ Bank  of  Jfewhuryport  agt.  Stephenson  (10  Gray^  232). 
The  statute  which  was  the  subject  of  construction  in  the  last 
case  was  much  more  favorable  than  either  of  these  other  acts 
to  the  right  of  one  creditor  to  maintain  an  action  sim])ly  for 
the  recovery  of  his  own  debt,  but  the  court  felt  itself  con- 
trolled in  the  construction  which  was  given  to  it  by  other 
provisions  of  the  act,  and  held  that  the  other  creditors  should 
be  made  parties  either  directly  or  theoretically,  and  that  an 
action  in  equity  alone  could  be  maintained.  In  this  i*espect 
the  decisioti  was  the  same  as  that  made  in  the  case  of  Homer 
agt.  Henning  {mprd).  It  has  been  urged,  in  support  of  the 
plaintiff's  action,  that  a  different  rule  of  construction  has  been 
adopted  by  the  authorities  existing  in  this  state.    But  no  case 
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has  been  cited,  neither  has  any  been  discovered,  in  which  an 
action  in  this  form  has  been  held  proper  under  the  section  of 
the  statute  already  mentioned.  The  case^  relied  upon  have 
all  arisen  from  other  provisions  of  the  same  or  other  statutes 
which,  by  their  terms,  render  the  officers  and  stockholders  in 
default,  jointly  and  severally,  for  all  the  debts  of  the  com- 
pany. This  is  the  case  as  to  the  trustees  who  may  fail  to 
make  and  publish  the  annual  report  required,  or  who  may 
declare  a  dividend  when  the  company  is  insolvent,  or  which, 
of  -itself,  would  render  it  insolvent  or  diminish  its  capital 
stock,  or  for  making  a  report  which  shall  be  false  in  any  of  its 
material  representations  (2  R,  S,  [6th  ed."]^  506,  507,  sees,  47, 
48  and  50).  The  provision  is,  in  form,  the  same  which 
declares  the  liability  of  stockholders  for  the  debts  and  con- 
tracts of  the  company  previous  to  the  full  payment  of  its 
capital  stock,  and  to  laborers,  servants  and  apprentices  for 
services  performed  for  the  company  (/c?.,  504,  sec,  38 ;  507, 
seG.  58).  There  is  a  very  evident  distinction  between  these 
several  provisions  and  the  one  upon  which  this  cause  of  action 
has  been  predicated,  for  as  they  render  the  stockholders  and 
trustees,  in  the  cases  provided  for,  jointly  and  severally  liable 
for  all  the  debts  of  the  company  at  the  time  existing,  there 
can  be  no  impropriety  in  allowing  eaxsh  one  of  the  creditors 
to  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  behalf  for  the  recovery  of 
the  debt  due  to  himself.  The  liaMlity  provided  for  by  these 
sections  is  several  and  individual  in  its  character,  including  all 
the  debts  owing  at  the  time  by  the  company.  For  that  reason 
no  special  necessity  exists  for  requiring  other  creditors  to  be 
joinec^  but  each  may  properly  prosecute  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  the  amount  due  to  himself.  No  injustice  can 
result  from  proceeding  in  that  manner  where  the  persona 
proceeded  against  are  liable  for  all  the  existing  debts  of  the 
corporation ;  and  for  that  reason  it  has  been  -held  that  the 
action  may  be  maintained  under  provisions  of  this  nature  by 
each  creditor  in  his  own  behalf  {Bank  of  Poitghkeepaie  agt. 
Itbotsonj  24  Wend.^  473 ;  Van  Kork  agt.  WhUlook^  3  Paige^ 
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409;  jBurr  agt.  WUcox,  22  JT.  T".,  551;  SheUmgton  agt. 
Eowhmd^  58  N,  K,  871 ;  Baynton  agt.  iJo^A,  47  if.  F., 
225;  Ga/rrison  agt.  5i?i/j^,  17  iT.  JT.,  458;  Mathez  agt. 
iT^'drejr,  72  iT.  T.,  100). 

These  were  all  actions  against  stockholders,  either  under  the 
provisions  of  this  statute  or  others  of  a  similar  nature,  and  it 
was  held  that  each  creditor  might  prosecute  the  stockholders 
liable,  for  himself  individually. 

WUea  agt.  Suydcmi  (17  N.  Y.  Su/p,  Ct.  Bep.y  578),  has  been 
especially  reh'ed  upon  as  an  authority  supporting  the  action 
brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  instance,  but  as  it  was  against 
the  trustee  to  enf  ore  the  liability  created  by  the  omission  to 
make  the  annual  report  required  by  the  statute,  it  can  afford 
the  plaintiff  no  assistance ;  for,  as  it  has  already  been  sta^d, 
the  trustees  for  such  an  omission  are  liable  for  all  the  debts 
of  the  company  then  existing  or  contracted  before  the  report 
may  be  made.  The  cases  of  GhamheTB  agt.  Lewis  (28  N,  Z"., 
464)  and  Jones  agt.  Barlow  (62  N.  K,  262)  were  also  depend- 
ent upon  the  same  provision,  and  for  that  reason  do  not  sus- 
tain the  cause  of  action  assailed  by  this  demurrer. 

The  provision  of  the  statute  which  has  been  set  forth,  and 
on  which  this  action  depends,  does  not  render  the  trustees 
assenting  to  the  unlawful  increase  of  the  company's  indebted- 
ness liable  for  all  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  as  these  other 
provisions  have  done,  but  it  has  declared  them  liable  only  to 
the  extent  of  the  excess  of  the  indebtedness  over  the  amount 
of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  and  then  not  to  the  cred- 
itors individually,  but  in  terms  to  the  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany collectively  and  as  a  mass.  The  provisions  are  clearly 
distinguishable,  both  in  their  terms  and  effect.  One  class 
includes  all  the  debts  existing  against  the  company,  while  the 
other,  by  its  terpis,  substantially  creates  a  fund  to  the  extent 
only  of  the  unlawful  excess  of  indebtedness,  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  which  all  the  creditors  are  ratably  entitled  to  partici- 
pate. An  action  brought  in  any  form  under  this  provision 
will  require  an  accounting  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
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who  may  be  the  creditors  of  the  company,  and  to  what 
extent  it  may  be  indebted  to  each  individual,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose also  of  discovering  what  may  be  the  excess  of  the  indebt- 
edness beyond  the  capital  stock,  and  the  ratable  manner  in 
which  it  shonld  be  distribated  among  snch  creditors. 

Whether  the  action  may  be  brought  by  one  person  or  by  all 
the  creditors  together,  or  by  one  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
other  creditors  of  the  company,  the  proceedings  must  be  sub- 
stantially the  same,  for  no  individual  creditor  can  recover  more 
than  the  proportional  amount  of  the  excess  of  the  indebted- 
ness applicable  to  his  own  debt.  In  any  event,  a  full  investi- 
gation and  accounting  will  be  necessary  to  determine  the  rights 
of  the  parties. 

For  these  reasons,  the  authorities  construing  a  similar  pro- 
vision existing  in  other  states,  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
should  be  followed  in  the  disposition  of  this  appeal.  That 
may  be  properly  done,  because  they  in  no  manner  conflict 
with  the  cases  already  decided  by  the  courts  of  this  state,  and 
they  seem  to  be  well  sustained  in  the  principle  maintained 
behind  them  by  the  peculiar  language  of  this  section  of  the 
statute. 

The  judgment  should,  accordingly,  be  reversed,  and  an 

order  entered  sustainiBg  the  defendant's  demurrer,  with  leave 

-  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  in  twenty  days  on  the  usual  terms. 

Datw,  p.  J.,  and  Babbbttt,  J.,  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Maboub  T.  Huk,  88  receiver  of  the  Central  Park  Sayings  Bank, 
respondent,  agt  John  G.  Cast  et  cU,j  appellants. 

Savings  banki-^Iddbility  of  tru9tee$for  damctgei  caused  by  their  imsc(mduct — 
discharge  in  bankruptcy — A  daim  for  unliquidated  damages  arising 
solely  from  a  tort  notprovaible  in  bankruptcy. 

Trustees  of  a  savings  bank  are  liable  for  damages  caused  by  their  mis- 
conduct in  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  bank. 

Where  the  proof  showed  that  the  bank  was  substantially  insolvent,  owing 
its  depositors  over  $70,000,  and  its  assets  were  entirely  insufficient  in 
amount  and  in  an  unsatisfactory  shape  to  meet  any  sudden  or  unusual 
calL  In  this  condition  of  affairs  the  trustees  authorized  the  purchase 
of  four  lots,  at  the  cost  of  $74,000,  obligating  themselves  to  build  a 
building  on  one  of  the  lots  to  cost  $25,000: 

Held,  that  such  a  state  of  affairs  justified  a  finding  by  the  Jury  that  this 
was  not  a  case  of  mere  error  or  mistake  of  Judgment  on  the  part  of  the 
trustees,  but  that  it  was  a  case  of  improvidence,  of  reckless,  unreason- 
able extravagance,  in  which  the  trustees  failed  in  that  measure  of 
reasonable  prudence,  care  and  skill  which  the  law  requires,  and  Imposes 
liability  upon  them  for  loss  thereby  occasioned. 

Certain  of  the  defendants  pleaded  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy: 

Held,  that  they  were  not  relieved  thereby.  The  cause  of  action  was  for 
imliquidated  damages  arising  solely  from  a  tort.  Such  a  claim  is  not 
provable  against  the  bankrupt  estate. 

As  to  one  of  the  defendants,  Philip  Smith,  there  was  no  evidence,  other 
than  the  minutes,  of  his  attendance  at  the  meeting  which  authorized 
the  purchase;  he,  himself,  denied  such  attendance  in  the  most  positive 
terms  and  asserted  his  entire  ignorance  of  the  transaction  until  after 
it  was  closed: 

Meld,  that  this  entitled  him  to  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  that  he  was 
not  liable  because  of  his  subsequent  inaction. 

Jf^irst  Departmenty  General  Term^  Janua/nfy  1880. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  verdict  of  a 
jury  and  from  an  order  denying  the  defendant's  motion  for  a 
new  trial. 
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E.  EUery  Anderson^  for  appellant. 
Frederick  H.  Man^  for  appellants  Gearty  and  Hoffman. 
Ahram  Wakemom^  for  appellant  Philip  Smith. 
Francis  E,  BarloWy  for  respondent. 

Babrbtt,  J.  —  (1.)  The  charge  against  these  trustees  is  not 
improvidence  in  the  terms  of  the  purchase,  but  dereliction  of 
duty  in  buying  the  land  at  all. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  statutory  power  to  invest  in  a 
suitable  lot  and  banking-house  was  abused. 

The  bank  had  never  been  successful:  From  the  first  the 
annual  payments  exceeded  the  receipts.  In  1871  there  was 
a  change  for  the  better,  but  in  1872  the  receipts  again  fell 
behind,  and  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  there  was  a  deficiency 
of  several  thousand  dollars,  represented  in  part  by  .the  safe 
and  fijctures. 

It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  the  bank  at  this  time  was 
substantially  insolvent  It  owed  its  depositors  over  $70,000, 
and  its  assets,  apart  from  their  insufficiency  in  amount,  were 
in  an  unsatisfactory  shape  to  meet  any  sudden  or  unusual  calL 
One  item  consisted  of  a  $40,000  mortgage  upon  ISTo.  15  West 
Fortynseventh  street,  in  this  city,  another  of  $5,500  on  prop- 
erty in  Brooklyn.  Upwards  of  $3,000  was  out  on  call  to  per- 
sons whose  names  did  not  appear  upon  the  books.  The 
actual  cash  on  hand  amounted  to  but  something  over  $13,000. 
In  this  condition  of  afiEairs  the  trustees  authorized  the  pur- 
chase of  four  lots,  tliree  more  than  were  necessary,  for 
$74,500. 

Of  this  sum,  $10,000  was  to  be  paid  upon,  the  delivery  of 
the  deed,  and  the  balance  in  two  years'  mortgage,  with  privi- 
lege of  r^iewal  for  four  years  more. 

This  latter  privilege,  however,  was  conditioned  upon  the 
erection  of  a  building  worth  at  least  $25,000  upon  the  cor- 
ner lot. 
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It  seems  to  ns,  as  it  most  have  to  the  jury,  that  this,  under 
the  circnmstances,  was  an  extraordinary  transaetion.  It  was 
proposed  to  withdraw  $10,000  at  once  from  the  very  meagre 
ca^h  resonrces  of  the  bank,  leaving  less  than  $4,000  in  addi- 
tion to  the  not  inlly  exposed  call  loans  and  some  other  trifles, 
to  meet  the  current  demands  of  over  1,000  depositors  aggre- 
gating $70,433.77.  A  large  interest  and  tax  account  was  also 
to  be  throwTi  upon  the  bank  besides  the  burden  of  either  pay- 
ing off  the  mortgages  in  two  years,  or  of  raising  the  funds  to 
erect  a  $25,000  building.  All  this  with  nothing  save  a  small 
business  and  a  yearly  deficit  to  loolrback  upon. 

To  talk  of  this  as  a  mere  error  of  judgment  is  idle.  It  was 
the  heighth  of  imprudence.  It  exhibited  a  thoroughly  rash 
and  purely  speculative  spirit.  No  man  of  ordinary  prudence 
would  have  thought  of  acting  thus  in  his  own  affairs. 

Had  it  reached  the  ears  of  the  depositors  an  immediate  raif 
upon  the  bank  would  have  been  entirely  natural  and  probable. 

The  explanation  given  by  the  trustees  are  wholly  unsatis- 
factory. Their  place  of  business  was,  they  say,  unattractive 
and  unsafe,  very  good  reasons  for  a  change,  but  not  for  ihie 
change,  for  renting  a  more  suitable  hut  always  appropriaie 
banking-house ;  not  for  a  purchase  out  of  all  keeping  with 
t)ieir  condition  and  surroundings. 

And  further,  the  force  of  these  explanations  is  very  much 
weakened  by  the  absence  of  immediate  necesstt;/,  as  evidenced 
by  the  delay  thereafter  of  nearly  two  years  before  proceeding 
to  build. 

It  is  true  that  the  comer  lot  could  only  be  secured  by  taking 
the  plot  and  that  the  three  unnecessary  lots  were  afterwards 
weU  sold.  But  the  trustees  had  no  right  to  violate  the  law. 
The  fact  that  no  loss  ensued  does  not  render  the  act  praise- 
worthy. It  simply  eliminates  the  penalty.  Trustees  must 
not  be  wiser  than  the  law.  But  treat  the  transaction  as  in 
effect  an  authorized  purchase  of  a  single  lot  for  $29,250  and 
the  result  is  the  same.  It  is  only  a  difference  in  degree. 
Such  a  purchase  was  entirely  inappropriate  and  cannot  be 
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regarded  as  within  aaj  reasonable  definition  of  enterprise.  It 
wae  competent  for  the  jnry  to  prononnce  it,  as  by  their  verdict 
theij  have  done,  a  reckless  hazarding  of  the  depositors'  interests 
upon  the  mere  chance  of  snccess,  upon  the  bare  possibility  of 
secnring  expansion  combined  with  confidence. 

We  have  alluded  to  the  proofs  thus  fully  for  the  reason 
that  the  case  presents,  in  the  main,  only  questions  of  fact. 
The  charge  of  the  learned  judge  was  not  unfavorable  to  the 
defendant.  He  submitted  the  case  fairly,  clearly,  and  with 
much  fullness  of  illustration,. substantially  as  directed  by  this 
court  on  a  previous  appeal.  There  was  no  exception  to  his 
instructions  as  to  the  pre-requisites  to  legal  liability.  The 
verdict  which  followed  was  amply  supported  by  the  evidence 
and  must  be  sustained. 

(2.)  Certain  of  the  defendants  pleaded  a  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy. It  was  held  that  they  were  not  relieved  thereby. 
We  think  this  ruling  was  correct.  The  claim  was  not  prov- 
able  against  the  bankrupt's  estate.  The  cause  of  action  was 
for  unliquidated  damages  arising  solely  from  a  tort.  There 
is  a  class  of  cases  where  demands  in  form  eso  delicto^  but 
founded  upon  contract,  are  discharged  {Campbell  agt.  PerhinSj 
8  itr.  Y.J  430).  This  is  upon  the  principle  that  a  contract 
may  be  implied  from  the  legal  duty.  Here,  however,  the 
action  is  not  founded  upon  a  contract,  either  expressed  or 
implied,  but  solely  upon  the  misfeasance.  It  is  argued  that 
the  obligation  of  the  trustees  is  baded  upon  their  having 
received  the  depositors'  money  under  an  implied  agreement 
to  preserve  and  restoore  it.  This  is  an  inaccurate  view  of 
the  legal  relations  of  the  trustees  to  the  depositors,  and  of 
the  principle  upon  which  the  liability  rests.  The  trustees  did 
not  receive  the  depositors'  money  nor  did  they  agree,  either 
expressly  or  by  implication,  to  return  it.    This  the  bank  did. 

The  general  direction  and  management  of  the  corporation 
are  confided  to  the  trustees.  To  all  parties  concerned  they 
owe  fidelity  and  vigilance.  If  they  fail  in  these  particulars, 
they  fail  in  their  duty,  not  in  the  performance  of  any  con- 
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tract  obligation.  The  defendants  do  not  distingniflh  between 
the  contract  relation  in  its  legal  aspect  and  the  implied  obli« 
gation  in  an  ethical  sense  which  rests  upon  eirerv  one  to  do 
his  duty  in  all  the  relations  of  life. 

In  the  case  of  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  corporation  who 
has  actually  received  and  misapplied  specific  snms,  there  is  a 
gennine  instance  of  an  implied  contract  to  restore  the  money. 
Indeed,  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  would  lie,  not- 
withstanding the  tort  element.  There  the  claim  is  clearly  prov- 
able {See  In  re  Boaster^  18  N.  B.  A,  62).  From  such  a 
demand  the  bankrupt  is  released,  unless  the  case  comes  within 
the  exceptions. 

(3.)  A  different  question  arises  with  respect  to  the  defend- 
ant Philip  Smith.  There  was  no  evidence,  other  than  the 
minntes,  of  his  attendance  at  the  meeting  which  authorized 
the  purchase.  He,  himself,  denied  such  attendance  in  the  most 
positive  terms  and  asserted  his  entire  ignorance  of  the  trans- 
action until  after  it  was  closed.  We  think  this  entitled  Mr. 
Smith  to  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint.  There  was  no  con- 
flict of  evidence  and  nothing  to  go  to  the  jury.  If  the  secre- 
tary or  any  one  else  had  testified  to  Mr.  Smith's  attendance, 
that,  of  course,  would  have  involved  a  conflict.  But  the 
prima  facie  case  made  by  the  secretary's  unsworn  declaration 
contained  in  the  minutes  was  absolutely  overthrown  by  Mr. 
Smith's  testimony ;  that  is,  unless  such  testimony  is  to  be 
disregarded.  But  it  cannot  be  disregarded  by  either  court  or 
juiT,  for  it  was  not  impaired  on  cross-examination,  nor  was 
Ifc  Smith's  cr^ibility  in  anywise  impeached  or  affected. 
Kor  is  he  liable  because  of  his  subsequent  inaction.  Such 
inaction  is  not  in  fact  the  charge  made  against  him.  But 
even  if  it  were,  what  could  he  do  ?  The  transaction  was 
executed  and  completed.  It  was  authorized  by  law.  It  was . 
valid  as  between  grantor  and  grantee.  He  could  not  have  had 
it  rescinded  or  set  aside.  A  different  question  would  have 
been  presented  if  it  had  been  uUra  vires  or  fraudulent.  It 
might  then  be  nrged  that  a  trustee  is  bound  to  see  to  it  that 
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the  corporate  moneys  are  not  dissipated  ia  violation  of  statu- 
tory inhibition.  Bat  he  cannot  be  expected  to  follow  np 
every  negligent  act  which  transpires  in  his  absence,  especially 
where  he  is  powerless  to  remedy  the  evil,  and  his  protest 
wonld  be  a  mere  })Tutum  ful/men. 

(4.)  The  $2,000  paid  by  Messrs.  Lanterback  <&  Homthal 
should  have  been  allowed.  It  sufficiently  appeared  that  it  was 
paid  on  the  present  claim.  A  plea  was  nnnecessary.  The 
effect  of  the  payment  was  to  reduce  the  damages  j7/*(?  tKimto. 
If  the  amount  was  not  in  reality  paid  on  this  claim,  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  proved  the  actual  fact.  Upon  the  evidence 
before  us  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  permit  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  all  the  damages  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
jury,  was  sustained,  and  $2,000  besides. 

It  was  error  to  refuse  the  charge,  as  requested,  "that  if  any 
damages  were  given  the  $2,000  must  be  deducted." 

The  judgment  must^  therefore,  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered  absolutely  as  to  Philip  Smith,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

As  to  all  the  other  defendants  the  judgments  must  also  be 
reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event, 
unless  the  plaintiff  within  ten  days  stipulate  to  reduce  the 
judgment  by  deducting  therefrom  $2,100  and  interest,  being 
$2,000  from  the  verdict  and  $100  from  the  extra  allowance. 

In  case  such  stipnlation  be  given  the  judgment,  as  thus 
reduced,  is  affirmed  without  costs  of  this  appeal. 

I  concur,  N.  D. 
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N.  Y.  MARINE  COUET. 
Edward  HABTiEB,  landlord,  agt  Suban  K  Johitbton. 

Summary  proeeedingi  to  reeoMr  the  patsesnan  of  reed  property — Non-retA- 
dent  landlord  not  required  to  fiU  teeurUy  for  eoite  —  Code  of  OMl 
Procedure,  eechon  8279. 

In  siunmaiy  proceedings  to  recover  the  possession  of  real  property,  a  land- 
lord being  a  non-resident,  but  owning  property  in  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York,  cannot  be  required  to  file  security  for  costs. 

This  proceeding  is  not  "such  a  special  proceeding  instituted  in  a  court* 
of  record "  as  is  contemplated  by  section  8379  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure. 

Special  TVrm,  September y  1880. 

McAdam,  J.  —  The  tenant  applieB,  under  section  3279  of 
the  Oode  of  Civil  Procednre,  for  an  order  requiring  the  land- 
lord, who  is  said  to  be  a  non-resident,  to  file  secority  for  costs 
and  for  a  stay  of  all  proceedings  until  the  same  be  fully  per- 
fected and  approved.  The  proposed  order  to  show  cause  is 
made  returnable  on  the  21st  of  September,  1880,  at  11  a.  m., 
while  the  precept  under  which  the  tenant  is 'summoned  before 
me  is  returnable  to-morrow  morning  (the  eleventh  instant). 
Section  3279  provides  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in 
regard  to  security  for  costs  i^all  apply  to  a  special  proceeding 
instituted  in  a  court  of  record  in  like  maaner  as  to  an  action. 

The  question  presented,  therefore,  reduce  itself  to  this,  is 
the  present  such  a  special  proceeding  instituted  in  a  court  of 
record  as  is  contemplated  by  said  section?  The  provision 
of  the  title  (2)  conferring  jurisdiction  of  summary  proceed- 
ings grants  power  to  the  district  courts  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  but  in  every  other  instance  confers  it  upon  certain 
officers  therein  specified.  For  example,  if  the  property  be 
situated  in  the  city  of  New  York  the  application  may  be  made 
to  the  city  judge,  or  judge  of  the  court  of  general  sessions  or 
to  a  justice  of  the  marine  court  of  the  city  of  New  York. 
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The  precept  in  snch  an  instance  is  to  be  issned  by  one  of  the 
magistrates  named,  and  the  proceedings  are  to  be  conducted 
by  the  magistrates  b&  such.  In  the  district  courts  the  precept 
is  to  be  issued  by  the  clerks  thereof,  and  the  justices  of  the 
district  courts  are  to  dispose  of  such  proceedings  as  they  hear 
and  determine  ordinary  civil  actions  in  their  respective  courts. 
Section  2265  provides  that  the  proceedings  before  such  mag- 
istrates shall  not  be  stayed  either  before  or  after  judgment, 
except  as  therein  provided ;  and  a  stay  until  security  for  costs 
is  filed  is  not  one  of  the  cases  provided  for  by  said  section. 
Section  3272,  in  reference  to  security  for  costs,  on  the  other 
hand,  authorizes  a  stay  until  the  security  be  given,  or  a  special 
deposit  of  $250  in  lieu  thereof  be  made. 

In  summary  proceedings  the  costs  allowable  to  a  tenant  can, 
in  no  eveut,  exceed  ten  dollars  and  disbursements  {Code  of 
Civil  Procedure^  sec.  2250).  Can  it  be  possible,  therefore, 
that  the  legislature  intended  to  stay  the  summary  proceedings 
of  the  landlord  (who  is,  in  most  instances,  the  owner  of  the 
property)  until  he  deposits  $250  in  court  to  secure  the  tenant 
(if  successful)  the  payment  of  ten  dollars  costs,  or  unless  he 
gives  an  undertaking  in  $250  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
same.  These  proceedings  were  intended  to  be,  as  expressed 
in  the  title  of  the  statute,  summary  in  their  nature ;  and  the 
various  sections  of  the  act  relating  thereto  are  repugnant  to 
those  in  reference  to  security  for  costs,  so  that  the  one  cannot 
be  made  to  apply  to  the  other  {See^  dUo^  sec.  2248).  The  dis- 
trict courts  may  award  to  a  successful  tenant  the  same  amount 
of  cjsts  which  a  justice  of  the  marine  court  may  award  {sec. 
2250),  and  yet  no  secuiity  for  costs  can  be  required  in  the 
district  courts.  Will  it  be  seriously  contended  that  whUe  a 
stay  on  security  for  costs  is  denied  in  the  district  court,  that 
the  legislature  intended  that  it  should  (under  precisely  similar 
circumstances)  be  granted  in  like  proceedingsr  commenced 
before  a  marine  court  justice  I  I  think  not.  The  application 
for  the  order  to  show  cause  and  for  a  stay  will,  therefore,  b^ 
denied. 

Vol.  LIX       66 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Akdaew  J.   Thompson  agt.   William  HicBaEY  and  others. 

Mortage  upon  a  eemet&rj/  lot — When  invdttd. 

Where  a  person  has  taken  a  conveyance  of  a  burial  lot,  and  has  made 
interments  therein  of  the  dead  of  his  family,  it  is  in  such  condition  that 
it  cannot  be  mortgaged  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt  or  the  return 
of  money  borrowed. 

Special  Temiy  Jwae^  1880. 

The  plaintiff  being  the  owner  of  a  small  plot  of  ground  in 
Greenwood  cemetery,  in  which  the  bodies  of  three  of  his 
children  were  buried,  borrowed  of  the  defendant  Hickey,  a 
small  sum  of  money,  and  as  security  for  its  return  gave  to 
Hickey  a  conveyance  of  the  lot.  The  defendant  Hickey, 
afterwards,  without  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  conveyed  the  lot  to 
the  defendant  Famhara,  who  subsequently  sold  and  conveyed 
it  to  the  defendant  Clark.  The  plaintiff  was  then  called  upon 
to  remove  the  bodies  of  his  buried  children,  with  a  threat 
from  one  of  the  defendants  that  if  the  plaintiff  refused,  the 
defendant  would. 

This  action  for  an  injunction  and  equitable  relief  was  then 
brought. 

John,  T.  McOowan^  for  plaintiff. 

Charles  Bradaha/uOy  for  defendant. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  evidence  dearly  enough  shows  that 
the  conveyance  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  Hickey, 
of  the  burial  plot,  was  intended  aa  security  only  for  the  repay- 
ment of  the  moneys  loaned ;  and  although  it  is  absolute  in 
form,  it  was  a  mortgage  security  only,  which  character  it  has 
not  lost,  and  as  such  it  must  be  considered  {Rom  agt.  JSTeteUaSy 
46  IT.  T.y  606). 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  4S5 

Thompson  agt  Hickey. 

The  right  of  the  plaintiflf  as  mortgagor,  could  not  be 
divested  by  the  private  sale  made  by  Hickey  to  Famham,  and 
by  the  latter  to  Clark  (Lmorence  agt.  7%^  FarTner^  Locm  <& 
Trttst  Co.^  13  iT.  Y.^  200).  Neither  Hickey  nor  his  imme- 
diate grantee  could  give  any  better  right  or  interest  than  they 
really  took.  Besides,  Clark,  when  he  was  asked  on  the  trial 
as  to  his  knowledge  of  the  original  transaction  between  plain- 
tiff and  Hickey,  and  as  to  its  being  a  loan  of  money,  replied, 
"  in  writing  I  never  heard  of  it."  A  fair  implication  arises 
from  the  qualification,  that  he  had  otherwise  heard  of  it,  and 
that  would  be  sufficient  to  put  him  upon  inquiry.  Hickey 
conveyed  to  Famham  for  the  nominal  consideration  of  one 
dollar,  and  on  the  same  day  Famham  conveyed  to  Clark  for 
the  consideration  of  $225,  but  Clark  held  back  part  of  the 
price  until  the  bodies  of  the  plaintifPs  children  should  be 
removed.  The  whole  transaction  between  Hickey  and  the 
other  defendants  wears  a  suspicious  appearance,  which  the 
evidence  does  not  remove,  and  suggests  a  plan  to  deprive  the 
plaintifif  of  the,  burial  plot  unjustly  and  without  notice.  But 
I  apprehend  that  there  are  sufficient  reasons  in  law  and  equity 
to  prevent  the  consummation  of  the  wrong. 

The  Greenwood  Cemetery  Association  was  incorporated  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  a  burial  ground,  and  for  this  pur- 
pose it  was  authorized  to  acquire  a  tract  of  land  within  the 
limits  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn.  The  corporation  was  author- 
ized to  sell  the  grounds  in  lots  or  plots,  to  be  used  exclusively 
as  a  place  of  burial  of  the  dead  {See  the  origmdl  act  of  AprU 
18, 1839,  and  the  several  acts  amending  same).  There  does 
not  appear  in  the  charter  of  this  corporation,  in  terms,  any 
absolute  restraint  upon  the  power  of  voluntary  alienation  of 
a  cemetery  lot  by  an  owner.  Yet  I  am  persuaded  that  when 
a  person  has  taken  a  conveyance  of  a  burial  lot,  and  has  made 
interments  therein  of  the  dead  of  his  family,  it  is  in  such  con* 
dition  that  it  cannot  be  mortgaged  to  secure  the  payment  of 
a  debt  or  the  return  of  money  borrowed.  Such  an  act  is  pro- 
hibited by  the  equity  and  trae  spirit  of  the  statute.    For, 
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obfienre  bow  careful  the  legislature  has  been  to  secure  the 
sleep  of  the  dead  from  disturbance.  The  cemetery  itself  is 
exempted  from  public  taxation,  and  the  lots  or  plots  of  ground, 
when  conveyed,  are  declared  to  be  exempt  from  assessment, 
and  cannot  be  sold  on  execution,  or  be  applied  to  the  payment 
of  debts  under  any  insolvent  law.  And  as  no  public  road, 
street  or  avenue  shall  be  laid  out  or  opened  over  the  land,  the 
same  would  seem  to  be  absolutely  secured  against  invasion. 
A  mortgage,  equally  with  an  execution  upon  a  judgment, 
might  in  the  end  expose  the  lot  for  sale.  And  although  the 
letter  of  the  charter  under  consideration  is  not  so  fuU,  yet  the 
legislature  has  clearly  expressed  its  mind  upon  this  precise 
subject  in  the  provisions  contained  in  chapter  133  of  the  Laws 
of  1847,  entitled  ^'An  act  authorizing  the  incorporation  of 
rural  cemeteries."  By  section  11  of  that  act,  it  is  provided 
that  when  plots  or  lots  shall  be  transferred  to  individual 
holders,  and  after  there  shall  have  been  an  interment  in  a  lot 
or  plot  so  transferred  to  individual  owners,  such  lot  or  plot, 
from  the  time  of  such  interment  shall  be  forever  thereafter 
inalienable,  and  shall,  upon  the  death  of  the  holder  or  pro- 
prietor thereof,  descend  to  the  heirs-at-law  of  such  holder  or 
proprietor,  and  to  their  heir&4kt-law  forever ;  and  chapter  310 
of  the  Laws  of  1879  declares  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to 
mortgage  land  used  for  cemetery  purposes,  or  to  apply  it  in 
payment  of  debts. 

Legislation  upon  this  subject  has  been  in  accord  with  the 
sentiments  of  humanity,  and  with  the  spirit  of  our  civiliza- 
tion, and  has  shown  a  considerate  regard  for  the  sanctity  of 
the  burial  places  of  the  dead.  By  the  incorporation  of  ceme- 
teries, and  their  preservation  as  such,  it  has  secured  an 
immunity  from  distprbance  for  the  dead  which  could  not  be 
obtained  through  burials  in  church-yards,  which  were  liable 
to  be  unsettled  by  the  sale  of  the  church  property. 

When  the  case  of  Lamtz  agt.  Buchmgham  was  before  Mr. 
justice  B&ADT  at  special  term,  he  distinctly  pronounced  against 
the  legality  of  a  mortgage  executed  upon  a  cemetery  lot  by 
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the  proprietor  thereof.  He  says,  "  regarding  it  in  the  Ught 
of  a  mortgage  security,  I  think  it  is  not  to  be  sustained.  It 
is  against  good  morals,  and  therefore  against  the  policy  of  the 
law,  to  encourage  such  instruments"  (11  Abb.  R.  [iT./S],  64). 
It  is  true  that  the  judgment  of  the  special  term  was  reversed 
at  the  general  term  (Lcmtz  agt.  BibcJcmghairiy  4  Lana..,  484). 
But  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  in  that  case  no  interment 
had  been  made  in  the  lot  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given, 
and  it  may  be  that  it  might  not  be  considered  an  offense, 
either  against  good  morals,  public  policy,  or  against  the  spirit 
of  the  statute,  to  convey  or  mortgage  a  cemetery  lot  before 
an  interment  had  been,  actually  made  therein.  For  such  a  sale 
or  conveyance  satisfactory  reasons  might  possibly  exist.  A 
man  might  desire  to  change  his  lot  for  one  larger  or  more 
eligible.  I  do  not  regard  the  act  of  April  5,  1850,  as  affect- 
ing the  question  we  are  now  considering.  It  declares  under 
what  circumstances  a  lot  is  inalienable.  It  does  not  authorize 
a  mortgage  or  a  sale  thereunder  by  implication  even. 

But  that  it  is  an  offense  against  good  morals  to  mortgage  a 
small  isolated  plot  of  ground  in  a  cemetery,  dedicated  exclu- 
sively, under  the  sanctions  of  the  law,  as  a  sanctuary  for  the 
dead  of  one's  family,  and  already  consecrated  by  the  ashes  of 
one's  kindred,  I  am  sure  cannot  be  well  questioned.  Such  a 
transaction  is  clearly  a  breach  of  the  policy  of  the  statute,  is 
contrary  to  its  equity,  and  is  within  the  evils  it  was  designed 
to  cure,  and  our  moral  nature  protests  against  it.  As  a  con- 
sequence of  such  a  transaction,  we  have  here  a  stranger  calling 
upon  a  father  to  disinter  his  three  children,  who  have  been 
buried  for  a  period  of  ten  years  in  a  cemetery  lot,  with  a 
threat  that  if  the  parent  will  not,  he  himself  will  do  it.  And 
suppose  he  carries  his  threat  into  execution,  what  tbeni 
Sepulture  must,  in  the  end,  be  had,  and  that,  it  is  believed, 
the  statute  was  intended  to  secure  permanently  against  dis- 
turbance from  any  such  cause  as  is  indicated  by  the  mortgage 
in  question. 

The  sentiments  and  feelings  which  people  in  a  Christian 
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state  have  for  the  dead  the  law  regardfl  and  reepects,  and  how- 
.  over  it  may  have  been  anterior  to  our  legislation  on  the  subject 
of  cemeteries,  the  dead  themselves  now  have  rights  which  are 
committed  to  the  living  to  protect,  and  in  doing  which  they 
obtain  security  for  the  nndistnrbed  rest  of  their  own  remains. 
In  any  view  whicli  may  be  taken  of  this  subject  I  am  sure 
that  the  defendant  should  be  restrained  from  interfering  with 
the  children's  graves.  If  the  conveyance  executed  by  the 
plaintiff  to  Hickey,  although  it  be  in  form  absolute,  is  sup- 
posed to  confer  any  present  right,  it  must  yield  to  the  ease- 
ment of  the  bodies  already  buried  there,  which  should,  in  no 
event,  be  disturbed  {Morehead  agt.  Richa/rdson^  22  Bewoen^ 
696 ;  8,  C,  24  Bea/oen^  83 ;  First  Presbyteria/n,  Church  agt 
Second  Pred/ytericm  Churchy  2  Mrewster  [Penn.^  372). 

But,  as  has  been  already  decided,  the  conveyance  to  Kickey 
was  a  mortgage  security  only,  and  until  the  plaintiff's  rights 
have  been  judiciously  ended  through  a  proceeding  in  court, 
his  complete  possession  and  control  of  the  lot  cannot  be  inter- 
fered with;  and  for  that  reason,  also,  the  threatened  acts 
should  be  restrained,  and  a  suit  in  equity  is  a  proper  proceed- 
ing to  secure  such  restraint. 

In  Kurtz  agt.  Bea;ty  <md  (mother  (2  PeterSy  566,  584)  judge 
Stohy  says :  ^^  It  is  a  case  where  no  action  at  law  could  afford 
an  adequate  and  complete  remedy.  The  remedy  must  be 
sought,  if  at  all,  in  the  protecting  power  of  a  court  of  chan- 
cery, operating  by  its  injunction  to  preserve  the  repose  of 
the  ashes  of  the  dead  and  the  religious  sensibility  of  the 
living." 

Taking  up  dead  bodies  from  the  place  where  they  have  been 
interred,  without  authority,  is  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law 
(JStephen^  Corrrni.^  vd.  4,  371 ;  Peg.  agt.  TwisSj  10  Best  ds 
Smithy  298 ;  eee^  alsOj  paper  of  Mr.  R,  S.  Gktemseyy  read 
before  N.  Y.  Medico-Legal  Society,  Feb.  4,  1880,  on  the 
"  Law  of  Burial "). 

But,  in  addition  to  relief  by  injunction,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  should  be  adjudged,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  that  the 
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transfer  made  by  the  plaintifiE  to  Hickej  of  the  cemetery  lot 
as  secm'itj  for  a  loan  of  money  was,  and  is,  void,  and  that  the 
snbseqnent  transfers  to  the  other  defendants  are  also  void,  and 
t&at  they  should  severally  be  delivered  up  to  be  canceled, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  name  should  be  restored  to  the  records 
of  Greenwood  cemetery  as  the  owner  of  the  lot. 

The  loan  of  'money  made  by  Hickey  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  was  usifrious  and  void,  but 
the  relief  granted  is  not  put  upon  that  ground ;  and  if  Hickey 
or  his  assigns  conclude  that  they  have  any  legal  claim  for  the 
recovery  of  the  money  loaned,  they  are  at  liberty  to  institute 
and  prosecute  an  action  for  its  recovery,  to  which  the  plaintiff, 
notwithstanding  this  determination,  may  interpose  any  defense 
he  may  have. 


COTJET  OF  APPEALS. 

Kabohs  T.  Hun,  as  receiver  of  the  Central  Pcvk  Savings 

Bank,  agt.  John  G-.  Cast  et  al. 

Savings  bank  — Liability  of  tnuteeafor  damages  caused  by  fk&vr  misconduct  r^ 
Measitre  of  fidelity,  care  and  diligence,  which  such  trustees  owe  to  the  bardc 
and  its  depositors  —  AatUm  againtt  such  trustees  is  an  action  at  law — In 

m 

such  action  one  or  aU  mo/y  be  sued —  Claim  for  unliquidated  damages  occa- 
sioned by  tart  not  prowNe  in  bankruptcy. 

The  relation  existing  between  the  corporation  and  its  trustees  is  mainly 
that  of  principal  and  agent;  and  the  relation  between  the  trustees  and 
depositors  is  similar  to  that  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust. 

The  trustees  are  bound  to  observe  the  limits  placed  upon  their  powers  in 
the  charter,  and  if  they  transcend  such  limits  and  cause  damage  they 
incur  liability.  If  they  act  fmudulently  or  do  a  willful  wrong,  they 
may  be  held  for  all  the  damage  they  may  cause  the  bank  or  its  deposi- 
tors. But  if  they  act  in  good  faith  within  the  limits  of  powers  con- 
ferred, using  proper  prudence  and  diligence,  they  are  not  responsible 
for  mere  mistakes  or  errors  of  Judgment. 

When  one  deposits  money  in  a  savings  bank,  or  takes  stock  in  a  corpora- 
tion, thus  divesting  himself  of  the  immediate  control  of  his  property, 
he  expects,  and  has  the  right  to  expect,  that  the  trustees  or  directors 
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who  are  dioeen  to  take  his  place  in  the  management  and  control  of  his 
property  will  exercise  ordinary  care  and  prudence  in  the  trust  com- 
mitted to  them — the  same  degree  of  care  and  prudence  that  men 
prompted  by  self-interest  generally  exercise  in  their  own  affairs.  When 
one  Toluntarily  takes  the  position  of  trustee  or  director  of  a  corpora- 
tion, good  faith,  exact  Justice  and  public  policy  unite  in  requiring  of 
him  such  degree  of  care  and  prudence,  and  it  is  a  gross  breach  of  duty, 
erasM  negligentia,  not  to  bestow  them. 

A  trustee  is  bound  not  ^only  to  exercise  proper  care  and  diligence,  but 
ordinary  skill  and  Judgment  As  he  is  bound  to  exercise  ordinary  skill 
and  Judgment,  he  cannot  set  up  that  he  did  not  possess  them.  When 
damage  is  caused  by  his  want  of  Judgment,  he  cannot  excuse  himself 
by  alleging  his  gross  ignorance.  One  who  Yoluntarily  takes  the  position 
of  director  or  trustee  and  invites  confidence  in  that  relation,  undertakes 
with  those  whom  he  represents,  or  for  whom  he  acts,  that  he  pos- 
sesses at  least  ordinary  knowledge  and  skill,  and  that  he  will  bring  them 
to  bear  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties.  Such  is  the  rule  applicable  to 
public  officers,  to  professional  men  and  to  mechanics,  and  such  is  the 
rule  which  must  be  applicable  to  every  person  who  undertakes  to  act 
for  another  in  a  situation  or  employment  requiring  skill  and  knowledge; 
and  it  matters  not  that  the  service  is  to  be  rendered  gratuitously. 

The  facts  of  this  case  examined ;  and,  hM,  that  the  evidence  Justified  a 
finding  by  the  Jury  that  this  was  not  a  case  of  mere  error  or  mistake  of 
Judgment  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  but  that  it  was  a  case  of  improvi- 
dence, of  reckless,  unreasonable  extravagance,  in  which  the  trustees 
failed  in  that  measure  of  reasonable  prudence,  care  and  skill  which 
the  law  requires. 

The  receiver  represents  the  bank,  and  may  maintain  any  action  the  bank 
could  have  maintained.  The  trustees  may  be  treated  as  agents  of  the 
bank,  and  for  any  misfeasance  or  nonfeasance  causing  damage  to  the 
bank  they  are  responsible  to  it,  upon  the  same  principle  that  any  agent 
is  for  like  cause  responsible  to  his  principal.  An  action  of  this  character 
is  properly  tried  as  an  action  at  law. 

In  actions  ex  delietu  the  plaintiff  may  sue  one  or  aU  the  wrongdoers;  and 
the  objection  that  others  should  have  been  Joined  as  defendants  cannot 
prevail. 

Where  two  of  the  trustees,  who  were  made  defendants  in  this  action,  filed 
petitions  for  their  discharge  in  bankruptcy  after  the  commencement  of 
this  action  and  were  discharged  before  Judgment: 

JSeld^  that  the  discharge  furnished  no  defense  ;  the  claim  was  purely  for 
unliquidated  damages  occasioned  by  a  tort.  Such  a  claim  is  not  prova- 
ble  in  bankruptcy  and,  therefore,  was  not  dischai^ged  (Affirming  8.  C, 
anie,  426). 


Decided  September y  1880. 
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E,  EUery  Andersotij  for  defendants  and  appellants. 
A.  WaJcemwn^  for  defendant  Smith,  as  respondent. 

F.  O.  BarloWy  for  plaintifiE,  as  respondent  and  appellant. 

Eahl,  J. — This  action  was  brought  by  the  receiver  of  the 
Central  Park  Savings  Bank  of  the  city  of  New  York  against 
the  defendants,  who  were  trustees  of  the  bank,  to  recover 
damages  which,  it  is  alleged,  they  caused  the  bank  by  their 
misconduct  as  such  trustees. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  the  measure  of  fidelity, 
care  and  diligence  which  such  trustees  owe  to  such  a  bank  and 
its  depositors.  The  relation  existing  between  the  corporation 
and  its  trustees  is  mainly  that  of  principal  and  agent ;  and  tihe 
relation  between  the  trustees  and  the  depositors  is  similar  to 
that  of  trustee  and  ees^i  que  tncst.  The  trustees  are  bound 
to  observe  "the  limits  placed  upon  their  powers  in  the  charter, 
and  if  they  transcend  such  limits  and  cause  damage,  they 
incur  liability.  If  they  act  fraudulently  or  do  a  willful  wrong, 
it  is  not  doubted  that  they  may  be  held  for  all  the  damage 
they  cause  to  the  bank  or  its  depositors.  But  if  they  act  in 
good  faith  within  the  limits  of  powers  conferred,  using  proper 
prudence  and  diligence,  they  are  not  responsible  for  mere  mis- 
takes or  errors  of  judgment.  That  the  trustees  of  such  cor- 
porations are  bound  to  use  some  diligence  in  the  discharge  of 
their  duties  cannot  be  disputed.  All  the  authorities  hold  so. 
What  degree  of  care  and  diligence  are  they  bound  to  exer- 
cise I  Not  the  highest  degree ;  not  such  as  a  very  vigilant 
or  extremely  careful  person  would  exercise.  If  such  were 
required  it  would  be  diflScult  to  find  trustees  who  would  incur 
the  responsibility  of  such  trust  positions.  It  would  not  be 
proper  to  answer  the  question  by  saying  the  lowest  degree. 
Few  persons  would  be  willing  to  deposit  money  in  savings 
banks,  or  to  take  stock  in  corporations,  with  the  understand- 
ing that  the  trustees  or  directors  were  bound  only  to  exercise 
Vol.  LIX        66 
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Blight  care,  Buch  as  inattentive  persons  would  give  to  their  own 
business,  in  the  management  of  the  large  and  important  inter- 
ests committed  to  their  hands.  When  one  deposits  money  in 
a  savings  bank,  or  takes  stock  in  a  corporation,  thus  divesting 
himself  of  the  immediate  control  of  his  property,  he  expects, 
and  has  the  right  to  expect,  that  the  trustees  or  directors  who 
are  chosen  to  take  his  place  in  the  management  and  control  of 
his  property  will  exercise  ordinary  care  and  prudence  in  the 
trusts  committed  to  them  —  the  same  degree  of  care  and  pru- 
dence that  men  prompted  by  self-interest  generally  exercise  in 
their  own  affairs.  When  one  voluntarily  takes  the  position  of 
tmstee  or  director  of  a  corporation,  good  faith,  exact  justice 
and  public  policy  unite  in  requiring  of  him  such  degree  of 
care  and  prudence,  and  it  is  a  gross  breach  of  duty,  orassa 
negUgentiay  not  to  bestow  them. 

It  is  impossible  to  give  the  measure  of  culpable  negligence 
for  all  cases,  as  the  degree  of  care  required  depends  upon  the 
subjects  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied  {First  Nat.  Bamk  agt 
Oceam  Nat.  Banky  60  N.  F.,  278).  What  would  be  slight 
neglect  in  the  care  of  a  quantity  of  iron  might  be  gross  neglect 
in  the  care  of  a  jewel.  What  would  be  slight  neglect  in  the 
care  exercised  in  the  affairs  of  a  turnpike  corporation,  or  even 
of  a  manufacturing  corporation,  might  be  gross  neglect  in 
the  care  exercised  in  the  management  of  a  savings  bank 
intrusted  with  savings  of  a  multitude  of  poor  people,  depend- 
ing for  its  life  upon  credit  and  liable  to  be  wrecked  by  the 
breath  of  suspicion.  There  is  a  classification  of  negligence 
to  be  found  in  the  books  —  not  always  of  practical  value,  and 
yet  sometimes  serviceable — into  slight  negligence,  gross  neg- 
ligence, and  that  degree  of  negligence  intermediate  the  two, 
attributed  to  the  absence  of  ordinary  care ;  and  the  claim  on 
behalf  of  these  trustees  is  that  they  can  only  be  held  respon- 
sible in  this  action  in  consequence  of  gross  negligence,  accord- 
ing to  this  classification.  If  gross  negligence  be  taken  accord- 
ing to  its  ordinary  meaning,  as  something  nearly  approaching 
fraud  or  bad  faith,  I  cannot  yield  to  this  claim  ;  and  if  there 
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are  anj  authorities  upholding  the  claim,  I  emphaticallj  dissent 
from  them. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  wonld  be  a  monstrous  proposition  to 
hold  that  trustees  intrusted  '^th  the  management  of  the 
property,  interests  and  business  of  other  people,  who  divest 
themselves  of  the  management  and  confide  in  them,  are 
bound  to  give  only  slight  care  to  the  duties  of  their  trust, 
and  are  liable  only  in  case  of  gross  inattention  and  negligence ; 
and  I  have  found  no  authority  fully  upholding  such  a  propo- 
sition. It  is  true  that  authorities  are  found  which  hold  that 
trustees  are  liable  only  for  orassa  negligenMa,  which  literally 
means  gross  negligence ;  but  that  axiom  has  been  defined  to 
mean  the  absence  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence  adequate  to 
the  particular  case. 

In  Scott  agt.  Be  Peyater  (1  Ed,  Ch.y  613,  543),  a  case  much 
cited,  the  learned  vice-chancellor  said :  '^  I  think  the  question 
in  all  such  cases  should  and  must  necessarily  be,  whether  they 
(directors)  have  omitted  that  care  which  men  of  common 
prudence  take  of  their  own  concerns?  To  require  more 
would  be  adopting  too  rigid  a  rule  and  rendering  them  liable 
for  slight  neglect ;  while  to  require  less  would  be  relaxing  too 
much  the  obligation  which  binds  them  to  vigilance  and  atten- 
tion in  regard  to  the  interests  of  those  confided  to  their  care, 
and  expose  them  to  liability  for  gross  neglect  only,  which  is 
very  little  short  of  fraud  itself." 

In  Spering's  Appeal  (71  Penn.  St,,  11),  judge  Shabswood 
said :  '^  They  (directors)  can  only  be  regarded  as  mandataries, 
persons  who  have  gratuitously  undertaken  to  perform  certain 
duties,  and  who  are  therefore  bound  to  apply  ordinary  skill 
and  diligence,  but  no  more." 

In  Hodges  agt.  ^ew  England  Screw  Co.  (1  H.  /.,  312), 
Jengkbs,  J.,  said :  "  The  sole  question  is  whether  the  directors 
have  or  have  not  bestowed  proper  diligence.  They  are  liable 
only  for  ordinary  care — such  care  as  prudent  men  take  in 
their  own  affairs."  And  in  the  same  case,  Ambs,  J.,  said : 
"  They  should  not,  therefore,  be  liable  for  innocent  mistakes, 
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Tmintentional  negligence,  honest  errors  of  judgment,  but  only 
for  willful  fraud  or  neglect,  and  want  of  ordinary  knowledge 
and  care."  The  same  case  came  again  under  consideration  in 
3  Rhode  lalandy  9,  and  Gbeen,  Ch.  J.,  said :  ^'  We  think  a 
board  of  directors,  acting  in  good  faith  and  with  reasonable 
care  and  diligence,  who  nevertheless  fall  into  a  mistake,  either 
as  to  law  or  fact,  are  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  such 
mistake." 

In  the  case  of  TTie  ZiquidcUars  of  the  Western  Ba/iik  agt 
Douglas  (11  Session  Loms  [Sdseries]^  112  [Sooteh']),  it  is  said : 
"Whatever  the  duties  (of  directors)  are,  they  must  be  dis- 
charged with  fidelity  and  conscience,  and  with  ordinary  and 
reasonable  care.  It  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  attempt  to 
define  where  excusable  remissness  ends  and  gross  negligence 
begins.  That  must  depend  to  a  large  extent  on  the  circum- 
stances. It  is  enough  to  say  that  gross  negligence  in  the 
performance  of  such  a  duty,  the  want  of  reasonable  and 
ordinary  fidelity  and  care  will  impose  L'ability  for  loss  thereby 
occasioned." 

In  771^  Cha/ritcihle  Corporation  agt.  Sutton  (2  Atkyns^  '^^S), 
lord  chancellor  Hardwioke  said  that  a  person  who  accepted 
the  oflSce  of  director  of  a  corporation  "  is  obliged  to  execute 
it  with  fidelity  and  reasonable  diligence,"  although  he  acts 
without  compensation. 

In  Litchfield  agt.  White  (3  Sandf.^  545),  Sandford,  J.,  said : 
"  In  general,  a  trustee  is  bound  to  manage  and  employ  the 
trust  property  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui  que  trust  with  the 
care  and  diligence  of  a  provident  owner.  Consequently  he 
is  liable  for  every  loss  sustained  by  reason  of  his  negligence, 
want  of  caution  or  mistake,  as  well  as  positive  misconduct." 

In  Spering^s  Appeal  judge  Sharswood  said  that  directors 
"  are  not  liable  for  mistakes  of  judgment,  even  though  they 
may  be  so  gross  as  to  appear  to  us  absurd  and  ridiculous, 
provided  they  were  honest,  and  provided  they  are  fairly 
within  the  scope  of  the  powers  and  discretion  confided  to  the 
managing  body." 
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As  I  anderstand  this  language,  I  cannot  assent  to  it  as  prop- 
erly defining  to  any  extent  the  nature  of  a  director's  responsi- 
bility. Like  a  mandatary,  to  whom  he  has  been  likened,  he 
is  bound  not  only  to  exercise  proper  care  and  diligence,  bat 
ordinary  skill  and  judgment.  Ab  he  is  bound  to  exercise  ordi- 
nary skill  and  judgment,  he  cannot  set  up  that  he  did  not 
possess  them.  When  damage  is  caused  by  his  want  of  judg- 
ment, he  cannot  excuse  himself  by  alleging  his  gross  ignorance. 
One  who  voluntarily  takes  the  position  of  director  and  invites 
confidence  in  that  relation,  undertakes  like  a  mandatary,  with 
those  whom  he  represents  or  for  whom  he  acts,  that  he 
possesses  at  least  ordinary  knowledge  and  skill,  and  that  he 
will  bring  them  to  bear  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  {Story 
on  BailmeniU^  9ec.y  182).  Such  is  the  rule  applicable  to  pub^ 
lie  officers,  to  professional  men  and  to  mechanics,  and  such  is 
the  rule  which  must  be  applicable  to  every  person  who  under- 
takes to  act  for  another  in  a  situation  or  employment  requir- 
ing skill  and  knowledge ;  and  it  matters  not  that  the  service 
is  to  be  rendertsd  gratuitously.  These  defendants  voluntarily 
took  the  position  of  trustees  of  the  bank.  They  invited 
depositors  to  confide  to  them  their  savings,  and  to  intrust  the 
safe-keeping  and  management  of  them  to  their  skill  and 
prudence.  They  undertook  not  only  that  they  would  discharge 
their  duties  with  proper  care,  but  that  they  would  exercise  the 
ordinary  skill  and  judgment  requisite  for  the  discharge  of  their 
delicate  trust. 

Enough  has  now  been  said  to  show  what  measure  of  dili- 
gence, skill  and  prudence  the  law  exacts  from  managers  and 
directors  of  corporations,  and  we  are  now  prepared  to  examine 
the  facts  of  this  case  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  if  these  trus- 
tees fell  short  of  this  measure  in  the  matters  alleged  in  the 
complaint. 

This  bank  was  incorporated  by  the  act  chapter  467  of  the 
Laws  of  1867,  and  it  commenced  business  in  the  spring  of 
that  year  in  a  hired  building  on  the  east  side  of  Third  avenue 
in  the  city  of  New  York.    It  remained  there  for  several  years, 
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and  then  removed  to  the  west  Bide  of  the  avenne,  between 
Forty-fifth  and  FortynBixth  streets,  where  it  occupied  hired 
rooms  nntil  near  the  time  of  its  failure  in  the  fall  of  1875. 
During  the  whole  time  the  deposits  averaged  only  about 
$70,000.  In  1867  the  income  of  the  bank  was  $942.12,  and 
the  expenses,  including  amount  paid  for  safe,  fixtures,  charter, 
current  expenses  and  interest  to  depositors,  were  $5,571.34. 
In  1868  the  income  was  $5,471.43,  and  the  expenses,  includ- 
ing interest  to  the  depositors,  $5,719.43.  In  1869  the  income 
was  $3,918.27,  and  the  expenses  and  interest  paid  $5,346.05. 
In  1870  the  income  was  $5,784.09,  and  expenses  and 
interest  $7,040.22.  In  1871  the  income  was  $13,551.14,  which 
included  a  bonus  of  $4,000  or  $6,000  obtained  upon  the  pur- 
chase of  a  mortgage  of  $40,000,  which  mortgage  was  again 
sold  in  1874  at  a  discount  of  $2,000,  and  the  expenses,  includ- 
ing interest  paid,  were  $9,124.05.  In  1872  the  income  was 
$5,100.51,  and  the  expenses,  including  interest  paid,  were 
$7,212.49.  Down  to  the  first  day  of  January,  1873,  therefore, 
the  total  expenses,  including  interest  paid,  were  $5,046  more 
than  the  income.  To  this  sum  should  be  added  $2,000, 
deducted  on  the  sale  of  the  large  mortgage  in  1874,  which 
was  purchased  at  the  large  discount  in  1871,  as  above-men- 
tioned, and  yet  entered  in  the  assets  at  its  face.  From  this 
apparent  deficiency  should  be  deducted  the  value  of  the  safe 
and  furniture  of  the  bank,  from  which  the  receiver  subse- 
quently realized  $500.  At  the  same  date  the  amount  due  to 
over  1,000  depositors  was  about  $70,000,  and  the  assets  of  the 
bank  consisted  of  about  $13,000  in  cash  and  the  balance  mostly 
of  mortgages  upon  real  estate. 

While  the  bank  was  in  this  condition,  with  a  lease  of  the 
rooms  then  occupied  by  it  expiring  May  1,  1874,  the  project 
of  purchasing  a  lot  and  erecting  a  banking-house  thereon 
began  to  be  talked  of  among  the  trustees.  The  only  reason 
put  on  record  in  the  minutes  of  the  meetings  held  by  the 
trustees  for  procuring  a  new  banking-house  was  to  better  the 
financial  condition  of  the  bank.     In  February,  1873,  at  a 
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meeting  of  the  trnstees,  a  committee  was  appointed  ^  on  a  site 
for  a  new  building,"  and  in  March  the  committee  entered 
into  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  plot  of  land,  consisting  of 
four  lots,  on  the  comer  of  Forty-eighth  street  and  Third 
avenue,  for  the  sum  of  $74,600,  of  which  $1,000  was  to  be 
paid  down,  $9,000  on  the  first  day  of  May,  then  next,  and 
$64,000  to  be  secured  by  a  mortfi^age,  payable  on  or  before 
May  1, 1875,  with  interest  from  May  1,  1873,  at  seven  per 
cent ;  and  there  was  an  agreement  that  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal sum  secured  by  the  mortgage  might  be  extended  to 
May  1,  1877,  provided  a  building  should,  without  unavoida- 
ble delay,  be  erected  upon  the  comer  lot  worth  not  less  than 
$25,000.  This  contract  was  reported  by  the  committee  to 
the  trustees  at  a  meeting  held  April  seventh.  On  the  1st  day 
of  May,  1873,  the  real  estate  was  conveyed  and  the  cash  pay- 
ment was  made,  and  four  separate  mortgages  were  executed 
to  secure  the  balance,  one  upon  each  lot.  The  mortgage 
upon  the  lot,  upon  which  the  bank  building  was  afterwards 
erected,  was  for  $30,500.  At  the  same  time  the  bank  became 
obligated  to  build  upon  that  lot  a  building  covering  its  whole 
front,  twenty-five  feet,  and  sixty  feet  deep,  and  not  less  than 
five  stories  high,  and  have  the  same  inclosed  by  the  first  day 
of  November,  then  next.  TJpon  that  lot  the  bank  proceeded, 
in  the  spring  of  1875,  toerect  a  building  covering  the  whole 
front,  and  seventy-six  feet  deep  and  five  stories  high,  at  an 
expense  of  about  $27,000,  and  the  building  was  nearly  com- 
pleted when  the  receiver  of  the  bank  was  appointed,  in 
November  of  that  year.  The  three  lots  not  needed  for  the 
building  were  disposed  of,  as  we  may  assume,  without  any 
loss,  leaving  the  comer  lot  used  for  the  building  to  cost  the 
bank  $29,250 ;  and  we  may  assume  that  that  was  then  the  fair 
value  of  the  lot.  This  case  may  then  be  treated  as  if  these 
trustees  had  purchased  the  comer  lot  at  $29,250,  and  bound 
themselves  to  erect  thereon  a  building  costing  $27,000.  When 
the  receiver  was  appointed  that  lot  and  building,  and  other 
assets  which  produced  less  than  $1,000,  constituted  the  whole 
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property  of  the  bank ;  and  subsequently  the  lot  and  building 
were  swept  away  by  a  mortgage  foreclosure,  and  this  action 
was  brought  to  recover  the  damages  caused  to  the  bank  by 
the  alleged  improper  investment  of  its  funds,  as  above  stated, 
in  the  lot  upon  which  the  building  was  erected.  At  the  time 
of  the  purchase  of  the  lot  the  bank  was  substantially  insolvent 
If  it  had  gone  into  liquidation  its  assets  would  have  fallen 
several  thousand  dollars  short  of  discharging  its  liabilities; 
and  this  state  of  things  was-  known  to  the  trustees.  It  had 
been  in  existence  about  six  years,  doing  a  losing  business. 
The  amount  of  its  deposits,  which  its  managers  had  not  been 
able  to  increase,  shows  that  the  enterprise  was  an  abortion 
from  the  beginning,  either  because  it  lacked  public  confidence 
or  was  not  needed  in  the  place  where  it  was  located.  It  had 
changed  its  location  once  without  any  benefit.  It  had  on 
hand  but  about  $13,000  in  cash,  of  which  $10,000  were  taken 
to  make  the  first  payments.  The  balance  of  its  assets  was 
mostly  in  mortgages  not  readily  convertible.  One  was  a 
mortgage  for  $40,000  which  had  been  purchased  at  a  large 
discount,  and  we  may  infer  that  it  was  not  very  saleable,  as 
the  trustees  resolved  to  sell  it  as  early  as  May,  1873,  and  in 
August,  1873,  authorized  it  to  be  sold  at  a  discount  of  not 
more  than  $2,500,  and  yet  it  was  not  sold  until  1874.  In  this 
condition  of  things  the  trustees  made  the  purchase  complained 
of,  under  an  obligation  to  place  on  the  lot  an  expensive  bank- 
ing-house. Whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  purchase 
was  such  as  the  trustee,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  prudence, 
skill  and  care  could  make,  or  whether  the  act  of  purchase  was 
reckless,  rash,  extravagant,  showing  a  want  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence, skill  and  care,  were  questions  for  the  jury.  It  is  not 
disputed  that  under  the  charter  of  this  bank,  as  amended  in 
1868  (chapter  294),  it  had  the  power  to  purchase  a  lot  for  a 
banking-house  '^  requisite  for  the  transaction  of  its  business." 
That  was  a  power,  like  every  other  possessed  by  the  bank,  to 
be  exercised  with  prudence  and  care.  Situated  as  this  mori- 
bund institution  was,  was  it  a  prudent  and  reasonable  thing 
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to  do  to  invest  nearly  half  of  all  the  trost  funds  in  this 
erpensive  lot,  with  an  obligation  to  take  most  of  the  balance 
to  erect  thereon  an  extravagant  building  ?  The  trustees  were 
urged  on  by  no  real  necessity.  They  had  hired  rooms  where 
they  could  have  remained ;  or,  if  these  rooms  were  not  ade- 
quate for  their  small  business,  we  may  assume  that  others 
could  have  been  hired.  They  put  forward  the  claim,  upon 
the  trial,  that  the  rooms  they  then  occupied  were  not  safe. 
That  may  have  been  a  good  reason  for  making  them  more 
secure,  or  for  getting  other  rooms,  but  not  for  the  extrava- 
gance in  which  they  indulged.  It  is  inferable,  however,  that 
tiie  principal  motive  which  influenced  the  trustees  to  make 
the  change  of  location  was  to  improve  the  financial  condition 
of  the  bank  by  increasing  its  deposits.  Their  project  was  to 
bu^  this  comer  lot  and  erect  thereon  an  imposing  edifice  to 
inspire  confidence,  attract  attention,  and  thus  draw  deposits. 

It  was  intended  as  a  sort  of  advertisement  of  the  bank ;  a 
very  expensive  one.  Indeed,  savings  banks  are  not  organized 
as  business  enterprises.  They  have  no  stockholders,  and  are 
not  to  engage  in  speculation  or  money-making  in  a  business 
sense.  They  are  simply  to  take  the  deposits,  usually  small, 
which  are  offered,  aggregate  them  and  keep  and  invest  them 
safely,  paying  such  interest  to  the  depositors  as  is  thus  made, 
after  deducting  expenses,  and  paying  the  principal  upon 
demand.  It  is  not  legitimate  for  the  trustees  of  such  a  bank 
to  seek  deposits  at  the  expense  of  present  depositors.  It  is 
their  business  to  take  deposits  when  offered.  It  is  not  proper 
for  these  trustees,  or  at  least  the  jury  may  have  found  that  it 
was  not,  to  take  the  money  then  on  deposit  and  invest  it  in  a 
banking-house  merely  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  other 
deposits.  In  making  this  investment  the  interests  of  the 
depositors,  whose  money  was  taken,  can  scarcely  be  said  to 
have  been  consulted. 

It  matters  not  that  the  trustees  purchased  this  lot  for  no 
more  than  a  fair  value,  and  that  the  loss  was  occasioned 
by  the  subsequent  general  decline  in  the  value  of  real  estate. 
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They  had  no  right  to  expose  their  bank  to  the  hazards  of 
such  a  decline.  If  the  purchase  was  an  improper  one  when 
made,  it  matters  not  that  the  loss  came  from  the  nna voidable 
fall  in  the  value  of  the  real  estate  purchased.  The  jury  may 
have  found  that  it  was  grossly  careless  for  the  trustees  to  lock 
up  the  funds  in  their  charge  in  such  an  investment,  where 
they  could  not  be  reached  in  any  emei^ncy  which  was  likely 
to  arise  in  the  affairs  of  the  crippled  bank.  We  conclude, 
therefore,  that  the  evidence  justified  a  finding  by  the  jury  that 
ihis  was  not  a  case  of  mere  error  or  mistake  of  judgment  on 
the  part  of  the  trufifcees,  but  that  it  was  a  case  of  improvidence, 
of  reckless,  unreasonable  extravagance,  in  which  the  trustees 
failed  in  that  measure  of  reasonable  prudence,  care  and  skill 
which  the  law  requires. 

This  case  was  moved  for  trial  at  a  circuit  court,  and  before 
the  jury  was  impanneled  the  defendants  claimed  that  the  case 
was  improperly  in  the  circuit,  and  that  it  should  be  tried  at 
special  term,  and  the  court  ordered  that  the  trial  proceed ; 
and  at  the  dose. of  the  evidence  the  defendants  moved  that 
the  complaint  be  dismissed,  on  the  ground  that  the  action  was 
not  a  proper  one  to  be  tried  before  a  jury  and  should  be  tried 
before  the  equity  branch  of  the  court  *  The  motion  was 
denied,  and  these  rulings  are  now  alleged  for  error.  The 
yeoeiver  in  this  case  represents  the  bank  and  may  maintain  any 
action  the  bank  could  have  maintained.  The  trustees  may 
be  treated  as  agents  of  the  bank  {In  re  Germcm  MvMmg  Co.j 
37  Eng.  Lorn  <6  Eq.^  158 ;  Belknap?^.  DamSy  19  Me,^  455 ; 
Bec^ord  JS.  JR.  Co.  agt  Bowser^  48  Pen/n.  St.,  29 ;  Btitts 
agt.  WbodSj  88  Barb.^  181 ;  Atutinsigt.  BanidSj  4  Ben.^  299 ; 
O.  dk  M.  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  MoPhersofiy  S5  Mo.j  IS),  and  for 
any  misfeasance  or  nonfeasance  causing  damage  to  the  bank 
tiiey  were  responsible  to  it,  upon  the  same  principle  that  any 
agent  is  for  like  cause  responsible  to  his  principal.  It  has 
sever  been  doubted  that  a  principal  may  sue  his  agent  in  an 
action  at  law  for  any  damages  caused  by  culpable  misfeasance 
or  nonfeasance  in  the  business  of  the  agency.    The  only 
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relief  claimed  in  this  complaint  was  a  money  judgment,  and 
we  think  it  was  properly  tried  as  an  acftion  at  law.  No  equit- 
able rifi^hts  were  to  be  adjusted,  and  there  was  no  occasion  to 
appeal  to  an  equitable  f<Jam. 

Treating  this,  therefore,  as  an  action  at  law,  it  follows  also 
that  the  objection  taken  that  the  other  trustees  should  ha<ire 
been  joined  as  defendante  cannot p^vail.  In  actions  ^ehUc^ 
the  plaintifE  may  sue  one,  some  or  all  of  the  wrongdoers 
{Liquidators  of  the  Western  Bank  agt.  Daiylasy  22  Session 
Cgses  [2rf  series']^  476  [^Scotch]  ;  Baa'hov/r  on  Parties^  203). 

The  defendants  Hoffman  and  Gearty  filed  petitions  for  their 
discharge  in  bankruptcy  after  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  were  discharged  before  judgment,  and  they 
alleged  such  discharge  as  a  defense  to  the  action.  The  trial 
judge  and  general  term  held  that  the  discharge  furnished  no 
defense,  and  we  are  of  the  same  opinion.  This  claim  was 
purely  for  xmliquidated  damages  occasioned  by  a  tort.  Such 
a  claim  is  not  provable  in  bankruptcy,  and  therefore  was  not 
discharged  (ZT".  8.  Reo.  Stat.  \Med.'\,  sees.  6116,  6119,  6067 
to  6071 ;  Zimrrum  agt.  RiMermwn,  2  Mb.  \N.  S:\,  261 ; 
Kellogg  agt.  Schuyler ^  2  Den.^  73 ;  Crouch  agt.  Oridtey^  6 
Silly  260 ;  In  re  Wiggers^  2  Biss.^  71 ;  In  re  doughy  2  Ben.^ 
608  ;  In  re  UMe^  2  BarJc.  Reg.^  77). 

I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  appealed  from 
should  be  aflSrmed. 

The  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  order  of  ihe  general 
term  granting  a  new  trial  as  to  defendant  Smith,  must,  for 
reasons  stated  on  the  argument,  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

All  concur. 
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Netzel  agt  Mulf  ord. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

N'eTZSL  agt  MULFOBD. 

Broeeedings  wpplemefUarjf  to  eaoeeuUon—  Warrant  of  arreit  inttoad  if 
crdM'tooxaminsiyidgmie^ 
io  the  iporrant-^  Code  of  OM  Proeedun,  tecHon  3437. 

Uoder  section  3487  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  it  is  necessaiy  for 
the  creditor,  before  he  is  entitled  to  a  warrant  of  arrest  against  the 
judgment  debtor^  to  establish,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge  to  whom 
the  application  for  the  issuing  of  a  warrant  is  presented,  by  affidavit, 
that  there  is  danger  that  the  judgment  debtor  will  leave  the  State  or 
conceal  himself,  and  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  he  has  property 

•  which  he  unjustly  refuses  to  apply  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment 

Where  the  allegations  in  the  affidavit,  on  which  the  warrant  is  asked  are 
stated  to  be  upon  belief,  and  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  having  property 
is  a  mere  matter  of  inference  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiif ,  based  upon 
the  fact  that  the  defendant  is  a  man  of  extravagant  habits,  living  in 
the  best  of  hotels,  &c,  : 

SM,  that  such  ah  affidavit  is  insufficient. 

Special  Term^  SeptemheTy  1880. 

Lawbenoe,  J.  —  Section  2487  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
oedare  is  snbetantiallj  the  same  as  the  fourth  subdivision  of 
section  292  of  the  old  Code  of  Procednre.  In  applications 
made  nnder  section  292  of  the  old  Code,  it  was  invariably 
held  that  the  statute  required  that  there  should  be  proof  of 
the  facts  authorizing  the  issuing  of  the  warrant,  and  that 
while  such  proof  need  not  necessarily  be  in  the  form  of  an 
affidavit,  it  must  be  of  such  a  character  as  to  furnish  evidence 
which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  officer,  amounted  to  proof 
of  the  charge  {See  4  Wait^s  Pr.y  pp.  443  omd  444).  So,  too, 
in  proceedings  under  the  non-imprisonment  act  of  1831,  it 
was  invariably  held  that  an  affidavit  stating  the  particulars 
authorizing  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  should  not  be  upon 
information  and  belief;  that  the  facts  must  be  positively,  and 
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not  inferentially  stated  {Broadh&ad  agt.  MoCormdl^  3  JBarh.j 
175 ;  Vredmberg  agt.  JSendrickSy  17  £(»rb.y  179,  and  cases 
cited).  Under  section  2437  of  the  present  Code,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  creditor,  before  he  is  entitled  to  a  warrant  of 
arrest  against  the  judgment  debtor,  to  establish,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  judge  to  whom  the  application  for  the  issuing 
of  a  warrant  is  presented,  by  afSdavit,  that  there  is  danger 
that  the  judgment  debtor  will  leave  the  State  or  conceal  him^ 
self,  and  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  he  has  property  which 
he  unjustly  refuses  to  apply  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment. 
I  see  no  reason  for  holding  that  there  should  be  any  different 
rule  of  construction  applied  to  this  section  from  that  which  pre- 
vailed in  reference  to  section  292  of  the  old  Code,  and  to  the 
non-imprisonment  act  of  1831.  Tested  by  these  principles 
of  construction,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  proceeding  should 
be  dismissed,  and  the  warrant  heretofore  issued  should  be 
vacated.  The  allegations  in  the  afS.davit,  on  which  the  war- 
rant was  issued,  are  stated  to  be  upon  belief,  and  the  fact  of 
the  defendant's  having  property  is  a  mere  matter  of  inference 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  based  upon  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  is  a  man  of  extravagant  habits,  living  in  the  best 
of  hotels,  &c.  I  do  not  think  such  an  affidavit  sufficient.  As 
was  said  by  Bronson,  J.,  in  the  case  of  ITie  People  agt. 
27ie  Recorder  of  AJhomy  (6  HUZy  429) :  "  In  such  cases, 
where  the  creditor  may  be  his  own  witness  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  a  warrant,  and  may  choose  his  own  time  for  arrest- 
ing the  debtor,  it  is  not  too  much  to  require  that  he  should  in 
the  first  instance  make  out  a  plain  case "  {See^  aho^  Smith 
agt  Luce,  14  Wend,,  227;  Matter  of  Bliss,  7  M,,  187; 
Stewart  agt.  Biddlecvm,  2  Com.,  103).  The  prisoned  is, 
therefore,  discharged. 
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N.  T.  MAEINE  COURT. 
HoBTOK  agt.  La.  Due. 

« 

AppKocOhn  to  the  eowri  far  Judgment  hy  dtfcMU—ioh&n  nee0$tarff'-€hde 

<tf  Oua  liveedure,  9cetian9  ^80,  (i4»,  Uli. 

Judgment  by  default  in  an  action  for  conyenlon  can  be  entered  only  on 
application  to  the  court 

J^^ecial  T&rm^  September^  1880. 

MoAhaic,  J.  —  The  action  is  in  trover  for  the  conversion  of 
certain  jewelry  of  the  alleged  vahie  of  $516.  The  complaint, 
which  IB  verified,  was  served  with  the  summons,  and  the  clerk 
entered  judgment  as  by  default,  nnddr  section  420  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  That  section,  properly  construed, 
applies  only  to  cases  of  express  and  implied  contracts.  The 
words  *^  or  the  value  of  property  delivered  "  used  in  said  sec- 

ment,  express  .or  implied,  whereby  the  person  to  whom  the 
delivery  is  made  has  undertaken  to  pay  the  stipulated  or 
reasonable  valcie  thereof.  It  was  not  intended  to  embrace 
casea  where  property  has  been  delivered  to  a  person,  who 
tortioosly  converts  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and  who  is  sued 
for  the  conversion.  The  case  falls  under  section  1214  {supra\ 
and  the  plaintiff  should  have  applied  to  the  court  for  judg- 
ment, in  which  case  the  damages  which  were  unliquidated 
would  have  been  l^ally  assessed.  The  plaintiff,  after  enter- 
ing Ms  judgment,  issued  an  execution  against  the  person  of 
the  defendant,  under  which  he  is  now  confined  in  the  county 
jaiL  As  no  order  of  arrest  was  issued  in  the  action  the  plain- 
tiff can  justify  the  imprisonment  only  on  the  theory  that  the 
cause  of  action  furnished  the  right  to  arrest.  This  brings  us 
to  the  consideration  of  section  549  (sttpra),  in  which  the  cases 
wherein  such  arrest  is  allowable  are  enumerated.    Conversion 
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and  f raad  are  therein  referred  to^  bat  an  arrest  '^  for  the  value 
of  property  delivered"  i»  nov^here  discovered.  It  must  be 
apparent,  therefore,  that  the  plaintifi  has  mistaken  the  practioe, 
and  that  the  judgment  and  the  proceedings  founded  upon  it 
must  be  set  aside.  This  conclusion  rendered  unnecessary  the 
consideration  of  the  oth^  objections  urged. 
Ordered  accordingly. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Jamiw  H.  Btbon  agt.  The  Mayoe,  Aldermbn  anb  OoMMOif. 
ALTT  OF  THE  OrcT  OF  New  Yobk,  Edwabd  Fbbel  and  John 

MoKameb. 

Bighi  to  p&ncnuUJudffment  under  chapter  815,  Laws  of  1878. 

In  aa  action  brought  to  foredoae  a  lien, 'filed  against  a  fund  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York,  on  account  of  a  contract 
made  by  them  for  public  work  in  said  city,  the  court  has  power  under 
the  act  of  1878  (Imim  qf  1878,  chapt&r  815),  to  Tenderer  personal  judgmont 
against  the  original  debtor  for  the  amount  due  from  him  in  excess  of 
the  amount  for  which  a  lien  has  been  established. 

Where  the  lien  is  established  to  a  certain  amount,  in  such  a  case  a  p&raonal 
judgment  can  be  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  con-* 

.   tractor  for  the  fuU  amount  due  from  him. 

Special  Term,  February^  1880. 

This  is  an  action  brought  to  f  orecloee  a  lien  filed  against  a 
fond  in  the  poBsession  of  the  defendant,  The  Mayor,  Alder- 
men  and  Oonunonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York,  due  and  to 
grow  due  on  account  of  a  contract  made  by  the  said  defend- 
ant for  the  construction  of  an  arch  in  FortynBecond  street, 
New  York. 

The  fund  now  amounts  to  $1,300.  The  contract  ia  in 
course  of  construction  and  other  sums  may  become  due.  The 
lien  is  filed  for  materials  furnished  by  the  plaintifE  for  use  on 
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this  contract  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $1,114.29.  It  is 
admitted  that  the  city  contract  was  made  in  the  name  of 
Freel  alone,  bnt  that  the  parties  interested  were  the  firm  of 
Freel  and  McNamee.  It  is  not  disputed  that  the  plaintiff's 
contract  was  made  with  both  defendants.  No  question  of 
pleading  was  raised  on  either  side.  The  defendant,  The 
Major,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York, 
admits  the  possession  of  $1,300  and  offers  no  evidence.  The 
lien  was  filed  and  the  proceeding  brought  under  Laws  of  1878, 
chapter  315,  entitled,  ^^An  act  to  secure  the  payment  of  labor- 
ers, traders  and  persons  furnishing  materials  toward  the  per- 
formance of  any  public  work  in  the  cities  of  the  state  of 
New  York." 

Z.  Z.  KeHogg^  for  plaintiff,  argued :  I.  No  question  can 
be  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  the  lien.  It  contains  all  the 
requisites  of  the  statutes.  It  states  correctly  that  the  con- 
tract of  the  plaintiff  was  made  with  Freel  and  McNamee. 
The  fact  that  it  states  that  the  city  contract  was  with  both 
Freel  and  McNamee  is  immaterial.  The  end  of  section  2 
provides,  ^'  but  no  variance  as  to  the  name  of  the  contractor 
shall  affect  the  validity  of  the  said  claim  or  lien."  II.  All 
the  materials  were  bought  for  use  in  this  work.  All  the 
materials,  however,  have  not  yet  been  used  in  the  work.  As 
to  the  material  used  in  the  work  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
a  judgment  against  the  city,  and  to  a  personal  judgment 
against  the  defendants  Freel  and  McNamee.  As  to  the 
materials  not  yet  used  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  solely  to  a  per- 
sonal judgment  against  the  defendants  Freel  and  McNamee. 
(a.)  Inasmuch  as  this  court  acquired  jurisdiction  in  this  action, 
by  reason  of  the  validity  of  the  lien  as  to  the  portion  of  the 
materials  actually  used  in  the  work,  it  will  retain  jurisdiction 
for  the  purpose  of  rendering  a  personal  judgment  for  the 
balance  up  to  the  amount  claimed  in  the  lien.  This  is  well 
settled  law  {jOhaernseifs  Lien  Lom^  page  127,  section  127; 
McOrmo  agt.  Oodfrey^  14  AVb,  \N.  &],  402 ;  HubbeU  agt. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  457 

Byron  agt.  The  Mayor. 

Schuyler y  14  Abb.  [N.  S.\  310;  RatMun  agt.  Warren^  10 
Johns.y  596  ;  £mg  agt.  Baldwin,  17  Johns.,  384).  (&.)  The 
case  cited  by  defendant's  counsel,  in  mauoscript  opinion,  was 
one  in  which  the  lien  was  declared  invalid  and  of  no  force 
and  effect,  and  the  court,  having  acquired  no  jurisdiction, 
declined  to  award  a  personal  judgment.  It  does  not  refer  to, 
nor  disturb,  the  principles  established  in  above  cited  cases. 
{c.)  A  personal  judgment  is  provided  for  in  this  act.  Section 
6  provides :  ^'Anj  claimant  who  has  filed  the  notice  mentioned 
in  second  section  of  this  act  may  enforce  his  claim  against  the 
said  fund  therein  designated,  and  against  the  person  or  per- 
sons liable  for  the  debt  by  a  civil  action."  Section  7  refers 
to  '^  parties  against  whom  no  personal  claim  is  made."  Sec- 
tion 8:  ^^The  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought  shall 
determine  the  amount  due  from  the  debtor  to  the  contractor," 
and  ^^  additionally  shall  render  judgment  directing  the  city  to 
pay  over,"  &c.  Section  12  merely  provides  for  bringing  a 
personal  action,  when  the  lien  is  wholly  invalid,  or  the  party 
elects  to  maintain  a  personal  action  alone.  The  whole  act  as 
to  its  provisions  in  this  regard  does  not  differ  in  any  material 
respect  from  the  mechanic's  lien  act  for  New  York  county, 
passed  in  1875.  I  have  never  heard  it  questioned  that  under 
^  this  act  personal  judgment  could  be  given.  This  position 
seems  free  from  any  doubt. 


i\r.  JET.  Clement8j  for  defendants  Freel  and  McNamee. 

Lawbenoe,  J.  —  In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence  establishes  that  the  plaintiff  furnished  materials, 
amounting  in  value  to  the  sum  of  $465.29,  which  were  actu- 
ally used  in  and  about  the  work  referred  to  in  the  complaint. 
In  arriving  at  this  amonnt  I  have  aUowed  thirty-dx  dollars  as 
the  value  of  the  blue  stone  used  in  the  performance  of  the 
work.  From  the  aforesaid  sum  of  |465.29  there  should  be 
deducted  the  sum  of  ninety-three  dollars,  the  amount  paid  by 
the  defendants  Freel  and  McNamee  to  the  plaintiff,  leaving 
Vol,  LIX        68 
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an  unpaid  balance  of  $372.29.  For  this  amonnt  the  plaintiff 
has  a  lien  which  he  can  enforce  against  the  fund  in  the  hands 
of  the  city,  under  the  provisions  of  chapter  315  of  the  Laws 
of  1878.  I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  estab- 
lishes that  the  defendants  Freel  and  McNamee  were  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  in  the  sum  of  $832.29,  for  which  amonnt  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  a  personal  judgment  against  them  under  t^e  sixth 
section  of  the  act  aforesaid. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  blue  stone 
is  conflicting,  and  I  do  not  feel  warranted  in  holding  that  the 
plaintiff  has  established  such  sale  or  delivery  to  any  greats 
extent  than  as  to  the  small  portion  of  the  stone  which  was 
actually  used  in  the  work,  and  which  was,  as  has  been  before 
stated,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  thirty-six  dollars.  The  case 
of  JSurroug?i8  agt.  ITi^cmq^wny  which  is  cited  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  defendants,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  an 
authority  against  the  power  of  the  court,  under  the  act  of 
1878,  to  render  a  personal  judgment  against  the  original 
debtor  for  the  amount  due  from  him,  in  excess  of  the  amount 
for  which  a  lien  has  been  established. 

The  sixth  section  of  the  act  seems  to  contemplate  a  com- 
plete settlement  of  the  controversy  between  the  materialman 
and  his  debtor  in  one  action.  The  case  above  referred  to  in 
the  court  of  appeals  proceeded  from  the  theory  that  as  the 
materialman  had  failed  to  show  that  there  was  anything  due 
from  the  owner  of  the  land  to  the  first  contractor,  no  lien 
whatever  was  established,  and,  therefore,  the  action  could  not 
be  maintained  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  a  personal  judg- 
ment against  the  contractor.  Here  the  lien  is  established  to 
a  certain  amount,  and  it  would  appear  that  in  such  a  case  a 
personal  judgment  can  be  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  contractor  for  the  full  amount  due  from  him 
{Evbbea  agt.  Sckreyr,  U  AUoU  \_N.  6'.],  286). 

Judgment  accordingly.  Findings  may  be  settled  on  two 
days'  notice. 
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SUPREME  OOTIRT. 
GxaBGB  Adeb  agt.  Mabia.  How£. 

I^nrion-^Whai  aUamsif  moff  charge  far  protemUng  a  daim  for  afeM&im, 

Although  an  attorney  is  prohibited  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  from 
charging  or  taking  more  than  ten  dollars  for  prosecuting  a  claim  for  a 
pension,  such  prohibition  does  not  cover  services  rendered  for  the  person 
claiming  the  pension  after  the  certificate  for  the  same  was  issued. 

Ddwmwn  Oiromtj  Ma/rchy  1880, 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  Bervicee  and  dis* 
bnrsements  in  procuring  a  pension  for  defendant.  It  was 
first  tried  before  a  referee  and  plaintifPs  complaint  dismissed, 
with  costs.  FlaintifiP  appealed  to  the  general  term  where  a 
new  trial  was  ordered  {Adee  agt.  Howey  15  Huny  20).  It  is 
the  same  case  upon  which  plaintiff  was  prosecnted  in  the 
United  States  conrt,  referred  to  in  the  above  decision.  It 
appeared  npon  the  trial  that  plaintiff  had  been  prosecnted 
npon  a  complaint  made  by  S.  H.  H.  Parsons,  United  States 
Pension  Agent  of  Albany,  and  an  examination  had  before  W. 
Frothingham,  United  States  Commissioner,  and  that  Richard 
Crowley,  United  States  District- Attorney,  then  took  charge 
of  the  case.  Plaintiff  claimed  and  asserted  that  the  proceed- 
ings being  had  in  the  United  States  conrt  were  xmwarranted. 
While  those  proceedings  were  pending  in  the  United  States 
conrt  the  plaintiff  repaid  to  the  defendant,  by  and  with  the 
consent  of  her  agent,  S.  H.  H.  Parsons,  $110,  being  all 
the  money  he  had  charged  or  received  of  defendant,  npon 
condition  and  with  the  understanding  that  she  wonld' resettle 
and  pay  him  what  he  was  legally  entitled  to  charge  and  receive 
by  law. 

It  further  appeared  upon  the  trial  that  the  defendant's  hus- 
band, Stafford  Howe,  enlisted  in  the  army  in  the  fall  of  1861 
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and  served  three  years,  and  then  re-enlisted  and  was  killed  in 
Hay,  1864,  in  the  Wilderness,  Virginia ;  that  defendant  imme- 
diately employed  H.  F.  Davidson,  Esq.,  of  Delhi,  to  get  her 
a  pension,  and  after  about  three  years  he  failed  therein,  and 
she  then  employed  Mr.  Young,  of  Otsego  county,  and  after 
about  three  years  he  also  failed  to  procure  a  pension  for  her^ 
The  great  trouble  in  her  case  was  to  make  proof  of  Howe's 
death.  Defendant  then,  under  the  advice  of  her  brother-in- 
law,  applied  to  plaintifE,  in  February,  1870,  to  get  it  for  her. 
Plaintiff  at  first'  declined,  stating  that  he  was  not  a  United 
States  pension  or  claim  agent,  had  taken  no  license  nor  oath 
of  allegiance  and  could  not  prosecute  a  claim  against  the 
United  States  government.  But  she  insisted  and  he  finally 
consented  to  assist  her  as  a  lawyer,  as  any  other  person  could 
do,  she  to  prosecute  her  claim  in  her  own  name  and  pay  him, 
or  any  person  employed  by  him,  out  of  money  other  than 
United  States  pension  money.  Plaintiff  went  to  work,  made 
divers  joumejB,  wrote  many  letters  and  paid  expenses  and 
disbursements,  before  pension  was  granted,  of  forty-two  dol- 
lars and  fifty-five  cents.  J.  C.  Brown,  at  defendant's  request, 
made  several  journeys  and  incurred  an  expense  of  twenty-five 
dollars,  and  then  not  succeeding  therein  plaintiff  employed 
H.  £.  Stoutenburg,  with  defendant's  approval,  on  condition 
that  if  he  would  procure  the  remaining  evidence  he  was  to 
have  fifty  dollars,  but  if  he  did  not  get  it  then  he  was  to  have 
no  pay.  He  refused  to  trust  defendant  and  plaintiff  became 
personally  liable  for  it.  After  much  expense  he  procured  the 
proof  and  plaintiff  sent  it  to  Washington,  and  February  27, 
1873,  a  certificate  for  a  pension  was  issued  to  defendant.  But 
this  certificate  was  misdirected,  and  plaintiff  was  employed  to 
look  it  up  and  incurred  further  expenses  of  seven  dollars  and 
ninety-three  cents ;  and  Bichard  McAlister,  of  Washington, 
was  also  employed  to  look  after  it  and  charged  therefor  ten 
dollars.  The  certificate  wlas  received  and  delivered  to  defend- 
ant May  14,  1874,  at  which  time  all  the  claims  and  expenses 
herein  were  talked  over  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and 
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defendant  paid  plaintiff  out  of  money,  other  than  United 
States  pension  money,  $110,  out  of  which  he  was  to  pay 
McAlister  ten  dollars,  Brown  twenty-five  dollars  and  Stonten- 
bnrg  fifty  dollars,  if  defendant  did  not  settle  with  him  for  a 
less  sum  before  Jnne  1,  1874.  If  she  did  plaintiff  was  to 
have  what  was  left  for  his  services  and  expenses.  If  she  did 
not  pay  Stoutenbnrg  then  plaintiff  was  to  pay  him  and  be  the 
actnal  looser.  . 

The  Court — Mubbat,  J.,  charged  the  jnry  as  follows: 
Gentlemen,  I  have  cansed  the  plaintiff  to  make  a  statement  of 
the  items  which  he  gave  in  his  evidence,  which  will  be  handed 
yon  by  the  consent  of  counsel.  But  I  will  call  your  attention 
to  each  of  them  particularly  so  that  you  may  understand  the 
rules  that  govern  each  and  every  one  of  them. 

The  first  item  is  ten  dollars  for  his  services  as  attorney  pre- 
vious to  the  time  that  this  pension  certificate  was  issued.  You 
see  he  was  employed  in  1870  and  performed  services  until  the 
1st  of  March,  1873,  and  also  until  May,  1874,  and  he  divides 
that  time  and  charges  for  all  services  that  were  rendered  pre- 
vious to  the  27th  day  of  February,  1873,  when  the  pension 
certificate  was  issued,  simply  ten  dollars.  That  is  all  that  he 
could  charge  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  He  could 
not  charge  any  more  than  that.  The  law  prohibits  him  from 
taking  more  than  that  for  prosecuting  a  claim  for  a  pension. 

Then  the  next  item  is  a  claim  of  $150  for  services  rendered 
from  and  after  the  27th  day  of  February,  1873,  up  to  May 
14, 1874.  You  see  that  was  after  the  pension  certificate  was 
issued  and  after  the  prohibition  in  the  statute  of  the  United 
States  as  against  any  person  taking  more  than  ten  dollars  for 
services  in  obtaining  a  penMon,  and  he  claims  that  the  ser- 
vices performed  after  the  certificate  was  issued  do  not  come 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute  —  and  I  think  that  is  so ; 
that  the  prohibition  would  not  cover  services  rendered  for  her 
after  this  certificate  was  issued :  and  then  it  is  for  you  to  say 
what  those  services  were  worth.    He  has  made  a  charge  of 
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$160,  bat  yon,  as  men  of  judgment  and  good  sense  and  experi- 
enoe,  are  to  say  wliat  they  were  reasonably  worth.  He  would 
be  entitled  to  recover  what  his  services,  done  for  her  during 
that  year  and  three  months,  were  worth.  He  has  given  yoa 
an  account  of  the  services  substantially  that  he  performed ; 
that  he  went  to  Franklin  to  see  her  on  two  different  occasions ; 
that  he  wrote  to  Mr.  MoAlister,  at  Washington,  and  received 
back  this  blank  power  of  attorney,  which  he  filled  up  and 
caused  it  to  be  sent  to  Franklin  and  returned  to  him  by  mail, 
and  then  he  sent  it  to  McAlister.  And  he  paid  various  items 
of  postage  and  kept  watch  of  the  case  and  looked  after  it, 
but  did  nothing  else  in  particular.  You  are  to  say  what 
that  is  reasonably  worth.  What  she  should  reasonably 
pay  him  for  those  services  rendered  during  that  year  and  three 
months  from  and  after  the  27th  of  February,  1873,  up  to  May 
14,  1874,  at  the  time  they  met  and  had  that  settlement  in 
Franklin.  You  are  to  look  at  this.  You  have  heard  the 
evidence,  and  you  have  sufficient  judgment  and  experience 
and  good  sense  to  say  what  would  be  fair  as  between  him  and 
her  in  regard  to  the  services  then  performed.  Of  course 
you  are  aware  that  attorneys  charge  more  than  for  ordinary 
service.  Attorneys  that  have  charge  of  business,  they  always 
charge,  and  they  have  the  right  to  charge,  more  than  ordinaiy 
clerical  hire,  and  the  mere  price  that  he  would  have  to  pay 
for  drawing  the  power  of  attorney  would  not  be  a  compensa- 
tion for  him  in  keeping  charge  of  and  looking  after  the  case. 
And  you  are  to  say  what  would  be  reasonable  —  that  is  all. 
He  is  simply  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation.  The  fact 
that  he  has  made  a  charge  and  thinks  those  services  were 
worth  $150  is  not  controlling  upon  you ;  you  are  the  ones  to 
judge  of  this  and  to  say,  under  all  the  circumstances,  what  she 
should  pay  to  him  for  that  year  and  three  months'  services 
done  in  that  manner  and  in  that  way.  Then  you  have  the 
fact  that  he  paid  to  Mr.  Stoutenburg  fifty  dollars.  If  his 
evidence  is  true  that  she  was  to  settle  with  Mr.  Stoutenburg 
before  the  first  day  of  June,  when  he  expected  to  be  here  to 
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attend  conrt,  and  that  she  failed  to  do  so  within  that  time, 
and  he  paid  over  to  him  the  money  without  any  knowledge 
that  she  had  made  an  arrangement  with  Mr.  Stoutenbnrg  for 
a  less  snm ;  if  that  is  the  true  version  of  the  case,  why  then 
it  seems  to  me  that  under  the  evidence  in  this  case  he  wonld 
be  entitled  to  recover  the  snm,  because  Mr.  Stontenbnrg 
says  his  services  and  expenses  were  worth  that,  and  that  he 
made  np  an  itemized  account  and  it  amounted  to  fifty-two 
dollars,  and  that  the  agreement  between  him  and  Mr.  Adee 
was  that  Mr.  Adee  was  to  be  personally  liable,  and  he  was  to 
take  special  pains  to  look  up  the  necessary  afiGidavits.  This, 
you  see,  turns  upon  this  fact.  She  testifies  that  there  was  no 
time  fixed  within  which  she  was  to  pay  it.  And  it  is  claimed 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  Mr.  Adee  on  his  return 
from  Albany,  without  waiting  and  giving  her  ample  oppor- 
tunity to  settle  with  Mr.  Stoutenbnrg,  went  and  voluntarily 
paid  it,  so  as  to  have  the  benefit  of  it  before  the  United  States 
court.  That  is  the  theory  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
But  Mr.  Adee  says  he  had  to  attend  court  here  at  that  time 
and  that  it  was  understood  and  agreed  between  him  and  Mrs. 
Howe  that  she  was  to  pay  it  before  that  time,  and  she  says 
that  it  was  not  so.  If  her  statement  is  true  and  Mr.  Adee, 
unreasonable  and  with  undue  and  unseemly  haste,  paid  this 
fifty  dollars  and  deprived  her  of  the  opportunity  of  settling  it 
for  a  less  sum,  whidi  she  would  have  been  enabled  to  do,  why, 
then,  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  he  should  recover  it  under 
those  circumstances.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  agreement 
was,  as  she  testifies,  that  there  was  no  limit  to  her  time,  that 
she  should  have  been  given  time  and  some  notification  given 
to  her  in  regard  to  it  before  this  fifty  dollars  was  paid  over. 
But  it  is  a  question  for  you.  You  are  to  look  at  it  and  say 
what  you  believe  to  be  the  truth  in  regard  to  it. 

And  then  he  paid  J.  0.  Brown  twenty-five  dollars.  There 
is  no  dispute  about  that.  He  says  he  agreed,  in  the  settle- 
ment with  her  at  Franklin,  May  14,  1874,  to  pay  it.  She 
says  there  was  nothing  said  about  it.    If  he  did  not  agree 
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to  pay  it  and  went  volnntarily  and  paid  it  without  any  knowl- 
edge or  request  on  her  part,  then  he  cannot  recover  it.  Bat 
if  he  agreed  with  her  that  he  wonld  pay  it,  and  did  pay  it,  in 
pursuance  of  such  an  agreement,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
recover  it  of  her.  You  are  to  say  which  is  right  in  regard  to 
that.  Did  he  pay  this  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  and 
understanding  with  her  that  he  should  I  Or  did  he  yoluntar 
rily  and  of  his  own  accord  and  without  any  request  on  her 
part  go  and  pay  it!  If  the  latter  was  the  case  he  cannot 
recover  it.  If  the  former  was  the  case  he  can  recover  it. 
Then  he  paid  McAlister  ten  dollars,  and  there  seems  to  be  no 
dispute  about  that.  It  would  seem  that  he  should  recover  that 
from  her.  He  paid  it  by  her  du*ection  and  by  her  request,  and 
Mr.  McAlister  was  suggested  as  an  agent  by  Dr.  Foote,  and  in 
her  presence,  so  there  could  be  no  dispute  about  the  McAlister 
ten  dollars.  In  all  of  these  transactions  Mr.  Adee  makes  vari- 
ous journeys  and  is  put  to  expense  in  regard  to  this  matter,  and 
he  pays  out  his  money  for  such  expenses,  before  the  pension 
was  granted,  forty-two  dollars  and  fifty-three  cents,  and  after  it 
was  granted  seven  doUais  and  ninety-three  cents,  making  the 
amount  fifty  dollars  and  forty-«ix  cents.  That  is  the  actual 
expense  he  paid  out  while  he  was  in  the  performance  of  serv- 
ices for  her  and  at  her  request  and  direction ;  that  he  would  be 
entitled  to  recover  if  such  money  was  paid  out  by  him  in  the  per- 
formance of  her  business,  with  her  understanding  and  request. 
These  are  the  six  items  which  have  been  stated  by  the  plain- 
tiff for  which  he  claims  to  recover,  and  you  are  to  look  over 
them  carefully  and  say  what  is  right  in  regard  to  them.  And 
then  you  have  the  right,  and  it  would  be  your  duty,  to  allow 
him  interest  from  and  after  the  time  they  met  in  Franklin, 
which  was  May  14,  1874.  Tou  should  compute  interest  on 
whatever  amount  you  shall  find  due  to  him  from  the  14th  of 
May,  1874,  up  to  this  time,  and  add  that  to  the  amount  that 
you  shall  find  to  be  due  him,  and  that  should  be  your  verdict 
It  has  been  mentioned  that  this  suit  has  been  tried  before ; 
but  with  that  you  have  nothing  to  do  whatever.    You  take 
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the  evidence  here ;  yon  consider  and  deliberate  npon  the  case 
precisely  as  if  it  nerer  had  been  in  conrt  before,  and  look 
npon  the  evidence  and  exercise  yonr  own  judgment  in  regard 
to  every  question  that  arises  in  the  case.  The  credit  of  a 
witness  is  always  in  the  hands  of  the  jury.  You  are  the  ones 
to  say  what  evidence  you  believe  to  be  truthful  and  what ' 
evidence  you  believe  to  be  untruthful ;  and  you  are  to  give 
weight  to  the  evidence  that  you  believe  to  be  true,  and  dis- 
card the  evidence  that  you  believe  to  be  false. 

Under  these  instructions  you  will  take  this  case  and  render 
such  a  verdict  aj9  you  believe  the  evidence  warrants. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  of  "  two  hundred 
seventy-five  dollars  and  forty-two  cents."    No  appeal. 


SUPEEME  COXJET. 


The  Fboplb  eoo  rd.  Masy  Ajscs  Jaokbon  agt.  David 

McAdam,  justice,  &c. 

SufMncvry  proceedmgi  commenced  h^fbre  one  justice — Ebw  eonUntied  hrfore 
cmother  —  Code  cf  0ml  Procedure,  eeeUons  26,  62  cmd  58. 

Summary  proceedings  under  the  statutes  to  recover  the  possesflion  of 
lands,  &Q.,  commenced  before  one  marine  court  Justice  may  be  con- 
tinued before  another  by  consent  of  the  parties. 

Special  Temhy  October  6,  1880. 

S.  0.  Welch,  as  landlord,  commenced  summary  proceed- 
ings under  the  statute,  before  chief  justice  Shea  of  the  New 
York  marine  court,  to  dispossess  Mary  Ann  Jackson,  as  an 
overholding  tenant,  from  the  premises  2128  Third  avenue. 
The  proceedings,  after  several  adjournments,  were,  by  the 
written  consent  of  the  parties,  continued  before  Mr.  justice 
McAdam,  who  tried  the  proceeding  and  finally  filed  an 
opinion  ordering  judgment  for  the  landlord. 
Vol.  LIX         59 
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Mrs.  Jackson  thereupon  obtained  from  the  supreme  court 
an  alternative  writ  of  prohibition  enjoining  jndge  MgAdah 
from  issuing  a  warrant  or  proceeding  further  in  the  matter, 
upon  the  ground  that  he  had  no  power  to  continue  the 
proceeding. 

The  hearing  was  had  upon  the  motion  to  make  the  writ 
absolute. 

Geo.  P.  Avery  and  0,  J,  HocJatadery  for  relator,  claimed 
that  consent  did  not  confer  jurisdiction,  and  cited  Ber^amm 
agt.  Benjamin  (5  N.  F.,  383). 

D.  M,  Hdm,  for  S.  C.  Welch,  landlord. 

David  McAdcmiy  the  justice,  in  person,  cited  sections  36, 
62  and  53  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (applicable  tO| 
the  marine  court  as  a  court  of  record),  permitting  any  special 
proceeding  instituted  before  one  justice  of  the  court  to  be 
continued  before  anj  other  justice  thereof,  and  also  cited 
McOj'egor  agt  Comstoek  (16  Barb.,  at  p.  427)  and  Dresser 
agt.  Vam,  PeU  (15  How.  Pr.^  19),  and  contended  that  all  ques- 
tions as  to  jurisdiction  was  put  at  rest  by  the  written  consent 
of  the  parties ;  that  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter, 
eon^nt  gave  him  jurisdiction  over  the  parties,  citing  CovyerCs 
Treatise  {Kingslej^s  bth  mJ.],  sec,  20 ;  McCormick  agt.  The 
PefinsyVoa/nia  Central  Railroad  Company  (49  If.  2^.,  303). 
He  claimed  that  the  case  of  Benja/min  agt.  Benjamin  (5  N. 
Y,y  383)  was  inapplicable  because  the  statute  in  force  at  that 
time  provided  that  if  the  tenant  filed  a  counter  affidavit,  the 
matters  controverted '^mw«<  he  tried  hy  ajwry  "  (2  R,  S.  [2d 
ed.\p,  423,  sec.  84).  In  other  words,  that  the  justice  should 
not  try  the  issue.  The  matters  were  controverted  and  the 
justice,  in  that  case,  instead  of  trying  the  issues  by  a  jury  as 
required  by  statute,  tried  them  himself.  The  court,  therefore, 
held  that  he  had  no  powers  and  that  as  the  statute  did  not 
give  him  jurisdiction,  consent  could  not  confer  it    Whereas, 
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under  the  present  statute,  justice  MoAdah  was  authorized  to 
try  this  or  any  other  summary  proceeding  without  the  aid  of 
a  jury,  and  that  the  distinction  between  the  two  cases  was, 
therefore,  marked  and  apparent.  The  conduxst  of  the  relator's 
counsel  in  signing  a  stipulation  which  they  intended  to  be 
binding  only  in  case  the  justice  decided  in  favor  of  their  client 
was  condemned,  as  not  only  trifling  with  a  confiding  adver- 
sary but  with  the  court  itself. 

Lawsenob,  J.  —  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  writ  ought  to  be 
dismissed,  and  I  refer  to  the  points  presented  by  the  learned 
justice  of  the  marine  court  with  approval. 

Writ  dismissed. 


K  T.  MAEINE  OOUKT. 
Solomon  Teschner  agt.  John  Devebon. 

JB0pfoem— (MoMs^Aoto  redokim&i  hy  defendant^  Chde  af  CM  JhtfcedwM, 

iectkms  1704>1706. 

Where  a  defendant  desires  to  reclaim  chattels  replevied  he  must  servo 
upon  the  sheriff  written  notice  that  he  requires  the  return  thereof;  and 
he  must  file  an  affidavit  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  property,  or  that  he 
is  lawfully  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof. 

These  conditions  are  fnaneUU&ry,  and  the  failure  of  a  defendant  to  comply 
with  them  renders  his  counter-bond  nugatory. 

Special  Term^  Septernbety  1880. 

MoAdam,  e/.  —  A  defendant  who  desires  to  reclaim  chattels 
replevied  must  serve  upon  the  sheriff  written  notice  that  he 
requires  the  return  thereof,  and  must  file  an  affidavit  either 
that  he  is  the  owner  of  the.  property,  or*  that  he  is  lawfuDy 
entitled  to  the  possession  thereof,  in  the  form  prescribed  by 
section  1704  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  These  condi» 
tions  are  mandatory,  and  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to 
comply  with  them  renders  his  counter-bond  nugatory.  The 
plaintiff  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  possession  of  the  chattel 
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pend&nis  Ute  {Section  1706).  The  defendant,  in  consequenoe 
of  the  omififiion  to  give  the  requisite  preliminary  notice  and 
affidavit,  must  await  the  trial  of  the  action  before  his  right  to 
the  return  can  be  established. 


K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

John  Tatlob  and  Eliza  Tatlob  agt.  The  Ohabtkb  Oak 

LiFB  Insubanob  CoKPAirr. 

Inawra/nce — BighU  uf  poU^kolder^ 

The  holder  of  a  lapeed  policy  cannot  soatain  action  against  a  company. 
Mere  suspicion  of  insolyency  and  abuse  wiU  not  Justify  a  policyholder 

in  lapsing  his  policy. 
There  is  no  tnist  relation  between  the  policyholder  of  the  mutual  oom- 
•  pany  and  the  company. 

An  action  in  equity  will  not  lie  on  such  a  theory. 
It  is  questionable  whether  a  suit  to  wind  up  a  foreign  company,  or  to 

interfere  with  its  affairs,  can  be  nudntained  in  this  State. 

This  was  a  suit  heard  on  demurrer  to  complaint.  The 
suit  was  against  the  defendant,  a  mutual  life  insurance  com- 
pany. The  suit  was  brought  to  declare  the  defendant  trustee 
of  the  premiums  paid,  and  of  the  other  assets,  and  declaring 
that  the  defendant  is  trustee  for  all  persons  holding  policies 
in  the  corporation  defendant ;  an  account  of  all  the  doings  of 
the  defendant  between  the  years  1865  and  1877 ;  to  obtain  a 
declaration  of  the  court  that  the  ^Hrusts  be  declared  broken 
and  terminated/'  and  repayment  to  the  plaintiffs  of  premiums 
paid  and  the  earnings  on  the  said  policy.  The  suit  was 
brought  on  behalf  of  plaintifib,>and  all  others  similarly  situated. 

The  policy  lapsed  in  June,  1877.  The  plaintiffs  sought  to 
excuse  this  lapse  by  saying  that,  in  the  month  of  June,  1877, 
they  were  informed  of  wrongful  acts  mentioned  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  complaint,  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs thereupon  refused  to  pay  their  premiums 
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The  acte  objected  to  were  certain  invefitments  of  the  defend* 
ant.    The  defendant  is  a  Connecticut  corporation. 

W.  J.  BuUer^  for  plaintife. 

Charles  B.  Alexander  and  A.  «7.  Vanderpoel,  for  defendant. 

BEiLOH,  J.  —  I  have  serious  donbt  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  to  entertain  this  action  against  the  defendant,  a 
foreign  corporation. 

The  admitted  fact  that  the  policy  had  lapsed  by  the  noA- 
payment  of  premium  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
disposes  of  the  plaintifPs  claimed  right  of  action  for  the 
recovery  of  premiums  paid. 

There  was  no  tmst  between  the  parties  by  virtue  of  the 
policy,  and  the  relief  demanded,  based  upon  the  existence  of 
that  relationship,  cannot,  therefore,  be  obtained. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  on  demurrer,  with  costs. 


SUPKEME  OOUKT. 
The  ELBcrrBO-SiLiooN  CoMFAirY  agt.  Bbkjamin  Lsvt. 

lYad^mark — When  an  imitation  of  the  packages,  labeU  and  mcmner  <if 
dremng  goode  of  another  wiU  be  retrained  hy  ir^nctUm, 

An  imitation  of  the  packages,  labeb  and  manner  of  dressing  goods  of 
another  wiU  be  restrained  by  injunction  where  the  party  has  combined 
these  things  in  such  a  manner  as  to  invade  the  plaintiff's  rights,  secured 
by  their  first  adoption  in  combination,  and  in  a  way  well  calculated  to 
deceive  buyers  of  the  article. 

Special  Term,  Jtme,  1880. 

Chase  <&  Bestow,  for  plaintiff. 

OUo  HorifUZjior defendant. 


470  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS, 


Electro-Silicon  Company  agt  Leyy. 


Van  Vorst,  «/.  —  The  plaintifi  can  have  no  exclusive  right 
to  the  use  of  the  word  ^^  silicon,"  which  is  one  in  common  use, 
and  is  reasonably,  in  so  far  as  the  substance  of  this  powder  is 
concerned,  descriptive.  Perhaps  it  is  not  technically  accurate 
to  call  the  '^  infusorial  earth,"  used  by  these  parties  to  produce 
the  powder,  and  which  is  found  in  various  parts  of  the  globe 
in  a  natural  state,  '^silicon."  Silicon  largely  predominates, 
but  the  product  itself  is  silicon  plus  oxygen.  The  plaintiff 
however,  in  its  description  of  the  article  printed  on  its  boxes, 
says  it  has  been  ^^ascertained  by  analysis  to  be  pure  silex,  or 
silicon."  If  that  representation  be  true  I  do  not  see  why  the 
defendant,  if  he  mikes  a  powder  from  the  same  deposit  or 
substance,  may  not  also  call  it  ^^  silicon."  Of  a  word  which 
plaintiff  admits  to  be  descriptive  it  can  have  no  monopoly. 

In  the  case  of  this  same  plaintiff  against  Trask,  lately  decided 
by  me,  the  defendant  clearly  enough  designed  to  simulate  the 
peculiar  name  which  the  plaintiff  had  originally  adopted  to 
distinguish  its  article — ^^  electro-silicon."  Trask  called  his  arti- 
cle ^^  electric^siliccfn."  The  slight  change  was  itself  suggestive 
of  a  fraudulent  intention.  The  evidence  showed  that  Trask's 
design  in  adopting  that  name,  and  in.  the  manner  in  which  he 
put  up  his  powder,  was  to  get  advantage  of  the  trade  which 
plaintiff  had  secured  {JElectro-SUican  Co.  agt.  Trctskj  ante^ 
page  189). 

The  defendant  in  this  case  calls  his  article  ^^  Nevada  silicon." 
But  in  other  respects  he  has  followed  Trask's  methods,  which 
have  been  condenmed. 

In  preparing  his  article  for  market  defendant  has  carefully 
followed  the  plaintiff  in  the  size  and  form  of  the  boxes  used 
and  the  material  out  of  which  they  are  made,  and  he  has 
covered  the  top  and  sides  with  yellow  paper,  with  printed 
matter  arranged  on  the  top  within  a  circular  border,  one  of  a 
heavy  and  the  other  of  a  light  black  line,  clearly  in  imitation 
of  the  plaintiff's  manner  of  presenting  his  article.  And  as 
the  plaintiff  has  imprinted  on  its  label  its  corporate  name, 
^^  Electro-Silicon  Co.,"  the  defendant  has  printed  on  his  boxes, 
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in  the  same  relatiye  poBition,  the  name  ^^Kevada  Silicon  Co.," 
whereas,  as  the  proof  discloses,  there  was  no  such  company. 

The  defendant  had  once  been  in  the  employment  of  the 
plaintifi,  was  entirely  familiar  with  its  business  and  trade- 
marks, and  had  been  in  commnnication  with  its  customers. 
It  seems  to  me  that  his  object  in  so  imitating  the  plaintiiS's 
packages,  in  his  own  preparation,  is  quite  apparent.  The 
plaintifi  had,  at  much  expense  and  considerable  effort,  put 
forth  through  many  years,  secured  a  large  trade  for  what  is 
proved  to  be  a  really  useful  article.  I  think  it  quite  evident 
that  the  defendant,  by  such  imitation,  would  take  to  himself 
some  of  the  plaintiff's  trade  and  profit.  By  honest  and  con- 
scientious efforts  there  is  no  possible  objection  to  his  successful 
manufacture  aud  sale  of  the  article  he  produces,  but  he  should 
not  be  allowed  by  any  unfair  artifice  to  impose  upon  others 
his  article  for  the  plaintiff's,  and  in  this  way  deceive  buyers 
and  injure  the  plaintiff. 

The  testimony  of  many  dealers  in  the  article  has  been  taken, 
and  the  weight  of  the  evidence  is  that  the  defendant's  article 
is  so  put  up  as  readily  to  deceive  the  ordinary  and  unobserv- 
ant purchaser. 

A  close  examination,  it  is  true,  does  disclose  many  differ- 
ences in  the  printed  matter,  but  the  general  appearance  of  the 
two  packages  is  much  alike.  The  coincidence  is  not  acci- 
dental, and  was  evidently  designed.  The  learned  judge  before 
whom  the  motion  for  an  injunction  was  heard  at  chambers 
restrained  the  defendant,  and  I  think  he  was  correct  in  his 
conclusion.  The  evidence  adduced  on  the  hearing  justifies  a 
like  result. 

The  defendant  should  be  restrained  by  the  judgment  of 
this  court,  not  because  he  is  prohibited  from  using  the  word 
^^  silicon,"  or  for  the  reason  that  he  uses  a  round  wooden  boxT 
or  yellow  paper  with  border  and  printing  thereon.  To  these 
separately  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  exclusive  use.  But 
the  defendant  has  combined  this  word  and  these  things  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  invade  the  plaintiff's  rights,  secured  by 


\ 
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their  fii-st  adoption  in  combination.  The  defendant  has  bo 
closely  imitated  the  plaintifPe  combined  ose  of  these  elements 
as  to  inflict  injnrfr  npon  him,  and  in  a  way  well  calculated  to 
deceive  buyers  of  the  article. 

The  defendant's  article  shonld  stand  on  its  own  merits  and 
be  introduced  in  a  manner  as  not  to  conflict  with  the  plain- 
tiff's rights.  The  success  of  a  ne^  enterprise,  which  is  often 
attended  with  diflSculty,  might  be  at  once  secured  if  its  pro- 
jectors could  take  to  themselves  and  utilize  the  good  reputation 
of  others,  symbolized  in  part  by  their  marks  and  badges.  But 
without  consent  that  cannot  be  done  {£}noch  Morgan^s  Sons 
Co.  agt.  SchawchofeTy  5  Abbt  [iT.  6?.]|  266;  Brown  agt 
Mercer,  37  Superior  Cowrt  Beports,  265). 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintff  based  upon  the 
principles  above  indicated. 


N.  T.  MAEINE  COURT. 
Adelia  C.  FrrzPATBiOK  agt.  Jenkins  Yan  Sghaiok  et  dL 

Majminatkni  of  advene  parfy  before  trial-^Uode  cf  (XvU  Procedure, 

9ection&7Z, 

An  order  for  the  examination  of  an  adverse  party  before  trial  will  not  be 
granted  where  the  applicant  only  seeks  to  find  out  what  the  opposite 
party  will  swear  to,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  prepare  to  meet  and  over- 
come it. 

Special  Term,  September,  1880. 

MoAdam,  J.  —  The  defendants  justify  the  sale  of  the  200 
shares  of  Delaware  and  Lackawanna  stock  (alleged  bj  the 
plaintiff  to  have  been  converted)  under  an  order  given  by  one 
Maria  L.  Hubbard,  whom  the  defendants  claim  was  the  plain- 
tiff's agent.    The  plaintiff  seeks  to  examine  the  defendants 
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for  the  purpose  of  discovering  whether  Mrs.  Hubbard  was 
the  plaintifPs  or  defendants'  agent.  The  plaintiff,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  ought  to  know  as  much  about  tliis  as  the 
defendants.  If  she  was  not  the  plaintiffs  agent,  the  main 
defense  fails.  As  the  defendants  have  the  affirmative  of  the 
defense,  the  plaintijS,  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  Chopin  agt. 
TJiampson  (16  J3tm,  63),  will  have  to  wait  until  the  trial  before 
she  can  oblige  the  defendants  to  tell  her  what  they  will  swear 
to  concerning  it. 
Order  vacated. 


SUPKEME  COUKT. 


Bebbooa  Bibgb  agt.  Gbobgb  K.  B.  Ainswobth  et  al. 

BaXe  under  foredow/re — Ik68  of  sheriff  or  rrferee  on —  Code  of  Proeedttre, 

8eetiond(}9. 

Under  the  Judiciary  act  the  poundage  of  the  referee  on  foreclosure  and 

sale  is  limited  to  ten  dollars,  and  is  not  increased  by  the  act  of  1876 

amending  section  809  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
This  amendment  does  not  give  the  right  to  such  fees  or  poundage,  but  is 

merely  a  UmOation  of  the  fees  or  poundage  allowable,  the  right  thereto 

being  dependent  upon  other  statutory  provisions. 
If  the  seyenty-seventh  section  of  the  Judiciary  is  repealed  the  referee  ia 

remitted  to  the  three  dollars  per  day  under  the  general  rule  as  to  referees' 

fees. 

Monroe  Special  Term^  Moflrch^  1880, 

Hon.  Chasles  C.  Dwight,  Justice. 

This  was  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  of  real 
estate.  A  decree  was  duly  made  in  the  usual  form  for  the 
foreclosure  and  sale  by  the  sheriff  of  Steuben  county,  as 
referee.  The  whole  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  wajs  due, 
amounting  to  about  $5,000.  The  entire  premises  were  sold 
Vou  LIX       60 
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by  the  referee  for  abont  $4,000,  leaving  a  deficiency  of  over 
$1,000.  No  bond  was  given  with  the  mortgage.  The  referee 
claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  reserve  as  his  fees  for  making 
said  sale  the  snm  of  fifty  dollars,  besides  disbursements,  under 
section  309  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  and  the  authority  of 
WdSbridge  agt  James  (16  Hwrh^p,  8). 

This  motion  was  made  by  plaintiff  to  tax  the  fees  of  the 
referee  at  ten  dollars,  and  to  compel  him  to  pay  the  residue  of 
the  fifty  dollars  to  the  plaintiff. 

McMaster  <6  Parkhnrstj  for  motion.  The  word  "fees" 
in  the  statute  does  not  embrace  commissions  or  poundage. 
The  word  refers  only  to  the  statutory  fee  for  making  deed, 
reports,  &c,  (Delevan  agt.  Payuj  8  Paige^  460 ;  Innea  agt. 
PurceUy  2  If.  Y.  8,  (7.,  541);  These  fees  are  recoverable  by 
force  of  statutory  authority,  and  except  when  expressly  fixed 
and  given  by  the  statute  cannot  be  recovered  {Innes  agt.  Pw- 
oeUj  supra;  Dovmmg  agt.  Marshall^  37  iT.  Z".,  880).  The 
compensation  to  the  sheriff  or  referee  in  foreclosure  cases, 
which  is  called  "commissions"  or  "percentage,"  was  ui 
"  allowance "  to  be  awarded  by  the  court  and  subject  to  its 
discretion  {Innes  agt.  PwrceUy  supra^p.  541).  The  seventy- 
seventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act  (4  Ed.  Stat.y  578)  did  not 
give  the  sheriff  poundage  up^n  the  bid  as  upon  execution,  but 
gave  him  an  allowance  out  of  the  surplus,  which  with  the  fees 
should  not  exceed  the  limit  fixed  by  the  section.  The  amend- 
ment to  section  309  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  was  not  designed 
to  increase  the  "  fees "  of  the  sheriff  upon  foreclosure  sale. 
These  were  ample  before,  paying  the  sheriff  better  than  he 
was  paid  for  any  other  service  as  sheriff.  The  purpose  of 
this  amendment  was  to  give  the  court  power  in  its  discretion, 
in  a  diflScult  and  extraordinary  case,  to  "  allow  "  a  sum  which, 
with  "  fees,"  might  amount  to  fifty  dollars.  It  is  given  in 
the  section  providing  for  extra  allowances,  and  the  terms  of 
the  provision  are  that  no  greater  sum  than  fifty  dollars  shall 
be  charged  by  or  "allowed"        *        »        «        fogg^  per 
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centage  or  seryices,  &c.  The  case  of  WaJhndge  agt.  Jo/tms 
(16  Hv/n^  8)  ie  not  contra.  That  case  was  one  where  the 
"  allowance ''  was  made  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  upon 
motion  papers  showing  the  case  was  difficalt  or  extraordinary, 
within  section  809  of  the  Code.  In  the  case  at  bar  no  allow- 
ance can  be  made,  because  the  proceeds  of  sale  were  insufficient 
to  pay  the  mortgage  debt.  These  allowances  can  in  no  case 
be  taken  out  of  the  mortgage  debt ;  and  there  being  no  ^^  sur- 
plus "  there  can  be  no  allowance.  Even  if  this  extortion  was 
within  the  letter  of  the  statute,  it  was  plainly  not  intended  by 
the  legislature.  The  special  occasion  for  the  amendment  was 
the  "allowance"  of  exorbitant  sums  to  referees  in  the  first 
district.  It  is  plain,  from  the  form  of  the  provision,  it  was 
not  designed  to  increase,  but  was  designed  to  limit  and  cut.  off 
their  allowances.  "A  thing  which  is  within  the  letter  of  the 
statute  is  not  within  the  statute,  unless  it  be  within  the  inten- 
tion of  the  makers  "  {Irmea  agt.  Pv/roM^  sv^a  /  Holr%e8  agt 
Owrleyy  81  N.  T.,  289,  290). 

Rvmsey  <b  MiUer,  opposed. 

Thb  Coubt  granted  the  motion,  holding  that  under  the 
judiciary  act  the  poundage  of  the  referee  was  limited  to  ten 
dollars,  and  was  not  increased  by  the  act  of  1876  amending 
section  809  of  the  Code. 

That  this  amendment  did  not  gvoe  the  right  to  such  fees  or 
poundage,  but  was  merely  a  limita^on  of  the  fees  or  pound- 
age allowable,  the  right  thereto  being  dependent  upon  other 
statutory  provisions. 

That  if,  as  claimed  by  the  counsel  for  the  referee,  the 
seventy-seventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act  was  repealed,  the 
referee  was  remitted  to  the  three  dollars  per  day  under  the 
general  rule  as  to  referees'  fees. 

Motion  granted. 


476  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS, 


Walker  agt.  Walker. 


COTJET  OF  APPEALS. 

Eliza  Jaehb  Walkbb,  respondent,  agt  Jobbph  Walker, 

appellant. 

JTnd&r  loAo^  eircumMkmee%  cm  an9wer  in  a  nUt  for  UnUM  dioorM  fna/y  he 

In  a  salt  for  limited  dlTorce  on  the  ground  of  cnielty,  where  the  defend- 
ant was  ordered  to  pay  alimony,  upon  which  he  left  the  state,  and  upon 
the  return  of  precept  unaatisfled  an  order  nut  was  made  that  he  pay 
within  five  days  or  that  his  answer  be  struck  out: 

EM^  that,  on  proof  of  default,  the  i^urt  had  power  to  make  an  order 
striking  out  the  defendant's  answer,  which  contained  a  general  denial, 
and  to  direct  a  reference  to  take  proof  as  if  no  answer  had  been  served. 

Decided  October^  1880. 

This  action  was  for  a  limited  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
omelty.  The  defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  alimony,  upon 
which  he  left  the  state.  Upon  the  return  of  precept  unsatis- 
fied an  order  nid  was'  made  that  he  pay  within  five  days  or 
that  his  answer  be  struck  out.  On  proof  of  default  an  order 
absolute  was  made  striking  out  his  answer,  which  contained  a 
general  denial,  and  directing  a  reference  to  take  proof  as  if 
no  answer  had  been  served.  The  defendant  appealed  from 
these  orders  to  the  general  term,  where  they  were  aflSrmed. 
He  then  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

8.  Ecmd  and  D.  T.  RdbeHeon^  for  appellant. 

John  B.  Perry ^  for  respondent. 

FoLGBB,  J.  —  The  defendant,  having  refused  or  neglected 
to  obey  an  important  order  of  the  court,  was  in  contempt, 
and  liable  to  punishment  by  reason  thereof.    The  punishment 
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inflicted  bj  the  conrt  was  by  an  order  in  the  cause,  to  strike 
out  the  answer  that  had  been  pnt  in  by  him,  and  to  direct  a 
reference  to  take  proof  of  the  matters  stated  in  the  order ; 
the  reference  to  proceed  as  if  there  had  been  no  answer  to 
put  in. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  court  had  no  power  to  make  that 
order ;  that  every  defendant  has  a  vested  right  to  make  a 
defense  to  any  action  or  suit  or  legal  proceedings  begun  against 
him,  and  that  he  cannot  be  deprived  of  it. 

It  is  conceded  by  the  defendant  that  the  supreme  court,  on 
its  equity  side,  has  all  the  power  and  authority  that  formerly 
existed  in  chancery  in  England,  and  was  continuously  exercised 
by  it.  "The  rule 'there  must  be  the  rule  here,"  says  ch. 
E[bnt,  "  for  I  take  this  occasion  to  observe  that  I  consider 
myself  bound  by  those  principles  which  were  known  and 
established  as  law  in  the  courts  of  equity  in  England  at  the 
time  of  the  institution  of  this  court "  {Mmming  agt.  Man- 
ning^ 1  Johns.  Gh.y  627-529).  It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  a 
court  of  equity  may  refuse  to  a  defendant  in  contempt  the 
benefit  of  proceedings  in  it,  when  asked  by  him  as  a  favor, 
until  he  has  purged  himself  of  his  contempt  {See  BrwMey 
agt.  BrvnJdeyy  47  iT.  Z*.,  40-49,  a/tid  oasea  there  died).  But 
the  rule  has  been  held  broader  than  that  and  enforced  with 
much  vigor.  Ch.  baron  Gilbbbt  lays  it  down  in  his  Jpbrum 
Bomanorum  {page  33),  that "  if  the  defendant  appeared  before 
the  eeoy/nchmb  decretmrhy  he  was  liable  to  a  nmlctj  for  he  could 
not  be  heard  in  the  cause  till  he  had  cleared  his  contempt." 
*  *  *  It  is  suggested  in  Cooper^e  cases  {temp.^ 

OoUy  p.  209),  that  this  is  merely  a  statement  of  the  practice 
according  to  the  canon  law.  But  the  chief  baron  says,  at 
another  place  {page  71),  that  "  the  answer  wiU  not  be  received 
without  clearing  his  contempts ; "  and  at  another  {pa^e  211), 
"  so  it  is  where  a  man  hath  a  bill  depending  in  court,  and 
falls  under  the  displeasure  of  the  court,  and  is  ordered  to 
stand  committed.  Here,  when  his  cause  is  called,  if  the  other 
side  insist  he  hath  not  cleared  his  contempt,  nor  actually  but- 
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rendered  his  body  to  the  warden  of  the  Fleet,  he  must  do 
both  these  things  before  his  canse  can  be  proceeded  in." 
*  *  *  It  is  stated  by  lord  Eldon  that  it  is  a  general 
role  that  a  party  who  has  not  cleared  his  contempt  cannot  be 
heard  ( Vowles  agt  Y<nmg^  9  Yes.  Jr,j  173 ;  Anonymous^  15 
id.^  174).  The  same  is  said  with  the  addition  of  the  words 
^'  in  the  pnncipal  case,"  in  2  Comyris  Digest  {Chy.  ProceM, 
D.)j  8,  citing  PraoUeal  Register  in  Chancery^  217  {8ee^  aUo^ 
Heyn  agt  Heyn^  Jaodbe^  49 ;  Glaa^k  agt  Dew^  1  Rues  <&  JHyL, 
108).  The  mle  in  the  chancery  of  Ireland  is  stated  thns :  ^^A 
party  in  contenipt  will  not  be  aUowed  to  oppose  the  relief 
sought  by  the  plaintiff  by  contradicting  the  allegations  of  the 
bill  or  bringing  forward  any  defense,  or  alleging  new  facts 
(Anon,  agt  Lard  Oort,  1  Bogan^  77 ;  Voile  agt  (yReiUy^  id.j 
199).  And  the  rale,  as  thns  stated,  is  cited  and  approved  in 
Mussina  agt.  BwrOetJb  (8  Porter,  17  Ala.,  277);  see,  also, 
Rutherford  agt.  Metcai^i^  Hayw.  {TeMt.\  58,  61);  and  in 
SayUyr  agt.  MoekUe  (1  WithroWy  9  I<ma,  209,  212)  it  is  held 
that  until  the  defendant  had  puiged  himself  of  contempt 
the  court  might  well  refuse  to  reoeiye  his  answer  to  the 
complainant's  bill,  or  to  consider  the  matters  set  up  in  it 
by  way  of  excuse  for  refusal  to  obey  the  order.  The 
reporter  {Coop,  tempt.,  C6U,  at  page  211)  cites  in  a  note  the 
case  of  agt.  Lord  Chri  {supra),  and  says  of  it :  "  The 

accuracy  of  some  of  these  dicta  may  be  doubted.'^  He  does 
not  state  as  to  which  of  them  he  queries.  Many  cases  are 
collected  in  the  note  just  above-mentioned.  Some  of  them 
show  that  the  rule  has  not  been  vigorously  applied  in  later 
times  {see  King  agt.  BryamJt,  S  Myl.  dk  Or.,  191,  especially) ; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  it  has  been  abolished  or  abandoned 
entirely.  It  seems,  too,  that  the  authors  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  thought  that  this  power  resided  in  the  English  court 
of  chancery.  In  preparing  the  sections  relative  to  the  pro- 
duction and  discovery  of  books  and  papers  (2  R.  8.,  p.  199, 
sec.  21,  et  seq.)  they  provided  {see.  26)  that  in  case  of  a  party 
neglecting  or  refusing  to  obey  an  order,  the  court  might  strike 
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out  his  plea  and  debar  him  from  a  defense ;  and  they  Bought 
thns  to  assimilate  the  practioe  to  that  of  the  conrt  of  chancery 
{fee  rev.  note^  5  £dm.  Stat.^  411).  The  legislature  gave  its 
sanction  to  the  proposed  practice  by  passing  into  law  the  sec- 
tions reported  by  the  revisers.  It  is  well  to  say  here  that  Rice 
agt.  Ehle  (55  N.  T.^  518)  does  not  condenm  this.  That  case 
holds  that  the  pleading  may  not  be  stricken  out,  save  on  notice 
to  the  party  (p.  623),  and  that  the  exercise  of  this  power  was 
legitimate,  was  recognized  by  Maboy,  J.,  in  BvrdsaU  agt. 
Pvadey  (4  Wend.^  196).  The  power  seems  to  have  been 
exerted  or  recognized  by  the  supreme  court  in  several  instances, 
without  question  made  by  appeal  {Fa/rnha/ni  agt.  FamJumi^  9 
How.  Pr.^  231 ;  Barker  agt.  Barkery  16  w?.,  568  j  Ford  agt 
Ford,  41  id.,  169). 

We  are  brought  to  the  conclusion  that  there  has  long  been 
exerted  by  the  court  of  chancery  in  England  the  power  to 
refuse  to  hear  the  defendant  when  he  was  in  contempt  of  the 
court  by  disobeying  its  orders,  and  that  that  power  was  in  the 
courts  of  chancery  of  this  country. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  cases  of  Wayland  agt.  Tyeon 
(46  N.  F.,  282)  and  Thompson  agt.  Erie  Raikoay  {id.,  471), 
and  others  of  like  result,  are  in  the  way  of  this  conclusion. 
They  were  not  cases  of  contempt,  nor  were  they  equity  cases. 
Besides,  there  the  answer  was  stricken  out,  with  no  loophole 
left  for  relief  to  the  defendant. 

It  is  always  in  the  power  of  the  defendant,  in  a  case  like 
that  in  hand,  to  apply  to  the  court  and  show  that  the  order 
was  irregularly  made,  or  for  leave  to  pui^  himself  of  the 
contempt  and  be  let  in  again  to  make  his  defense  {BrvnJdey 
agt  Brirdey,  mprd). 

The  order  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 
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N.  T.  MAKINE  OOUET. 
William  B.  Olabksoit  et  oL  agt  Hobebi  0.  JHutaos. 

» 

Bemofxd  of  eauteflram  Btate  io  United  Statei  antrt — Bhtd  am(mnt  in  dispute 

detemmidd —  Cbmplamt —  Oounter^Mm, 

Where  the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint  is  less  than  $500,  the  defend- 
ant cannot,  by  pleading  a  counter-<:laim  exceeding  that  sum,  remove 
the  action  from  a  state  to  the  United  States  court  for  trial,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  parties  aie  residents  of  different  states  and  the  matter 
in  dispute  exceeds  $500.  The  amount  in  dispute  must  be  determined 
from  the  complaint. 

iSpecial  Term^  October^  1880. 

Motion  to  vacate  eso  paHe  order  removing  cause  to  United 
States  conrt. 

The  defendant,  on  a  petition  presented  to  this  conrt,  stating 
that  the  parties  were  residents  of  different  states,  and  that  the 
amonnt  in  dispute  exceeded  $500,  obtained  an  ex  paHs  order 
th&t  the  action  be  transferred  to  the  United  States  circtlit  conrt 
for  trial  The  record  has  not  as  yet  been  removed  to  or  filed 
with  the  latter  court,  and  the  plahitifib  now  move  to  set  aside 
snch  ex  parte  order,  upon  the  groond  that  the  conrt  was 
imposed  upon  in  reference  to  the  amonnt  in  dispnte,  which 
they  allege  is  less  than  $200.  The  pleadings  show  that  the 
plaintiffs  sue  to  recover  $195  for  certain  store  fixtures  sold  by 
them  to  the  defendant,  who  in  defense  charges  fraud  in  the 
sale,  and  sets  np  a  connter-daim  of  $750  as  the  damages 
resiilting  therefrom. 

John  Bobseett^  Jr.^  for  motion* 

Oearge  E.  Krackty  opposed. 

Mo  Adam,  J.  —  The  character  of  the  action  and  the  amonnt 
in  dispnte  is  to^be  determined  by  an  inspection  of  the  com- 
plaint ( WaUh  agt.  Da/rragh^  52  iT.  F.,  <xl  p.  592,  and  see 
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notes  collated  in  1  Abb.  N,  C,  p.  24).  The  amount  of  dam- 
ages laid  in  the  declaration  is  prima  faoie  the  amount  in 
dispute  under  the  removal  act  {The  People  agt.  The  Judges^ 
d&c,  2  DeniOy  197).  The  right  of  removal  is  to  be  determ- 
ined by  the  complaint  and  is  not  necessarily  controlled  by 
the  answer  {Loathmn  agt.  Barney ^  5  WeeUy  Dig,^  145).  The 
rule  in  regard  to  appeals  from  the  United  States  district  court 
is,  that  where  the  libellant  appeals,  the  amount  of  the  matter 
in  dispute  is  the  amount  demanded  in  the  libel  {Ooodumi  agt. 
Ogden^  3  Peters^  34).  By  "  matter  in  dispute  "  is  meant  the 
subject  of  litigation ;  in  other  words,  the  matter  for  which  the 
suit  is  brought,  which  in  this  case  is  the  recovery  of  $195  for 
goods  sold. 

A  defendant  cannot  by  any  plea  of  counter-claim  deprive 
the  state  courts  of  their  lawful  jurisdiction,  for,  as  a  rule,  he 
is  not  obliged  to  present  his  counter-claim  to  the  state  court ; 
he  may  prosecute  it  in  any  forum  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  and  parties,  and  may  waive,  withdraw  or  dia- 
continue  it  at  pleasure. 

The  amount  claimed  in  this  action  being  less  than  $500,  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  have  commenced  their  action  in  the 
TTnited  States  circuit  court  {See  Ahhotffe  U.  S.  Pr.j  vol.  l^p. 
7,  tMe  Jurisdietion).  They  were  obliged  to  sue  in  the  state 
court.  To  say  that  the  defendant  under  such  circumstances 
can,  by  pleading  a  counter-claim  exceeding  $500  in  amount, 
not  only  divest  the  state  court  of  its  jurisdiction,  but  confer 
upon  the  United  States  circuit  court  a  jurisdiction  it  did  not 
possess  when  the  action  was  commenced,  is  too  illogical  to 
require  serious  notice. 

The  pleadings  properly  construed  show  that  the  defendant 
not  only  endeavors  to  avoid  paying  the  agreed  $195  for  fix- 
tures sold  to  him,  but  seeks  to  bring  the  plaintiff  in  his  debt 
$750,  because  the  fixtures  were  not  as  represented ;  and  this 
counter-claim  the  defendant  audaciously  claims  deprives  this 
court  of  jurisdiction,  because  the  parties  to  the  record  are 
residents  of  different  states. 
Vol.  LIX        61 
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The  petition  presented  to  this  court  falsely  represented  that 
the  amount  in  dispute  exceeded  $600,  and  the  court  was 
thereby  imposed  upon  and  induced  to  grant  an  order  it  had 
no  power  to  make. 

The  case  is  stiU  here.  This  court  has  no  power  to  transfer 
it  to  the  United  States  circuit  court,  and  that  court  has  no 
power  to  receive  it  The  ex  parte  order  purporting  to  transfer 
it  to  that  court  will,  therefore,  be  vacated,  with  ten  dollaos 
costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Thk  Ulster  Cotott  Savwos  LsrsrmmoN  agt.  Tra  Foincra 
Natiokal  Bajstk  of  ths  Cmr  of  Nbw  Yobk. 

BifimowA  qfcmuB —  When  **  the  matter  in  duptUe  "  cannot  be  said  to  arm 

under  the  '*latosqfthe  United Statee," 

It  »eems,  that  when  a  federal  corporation  brings  a  suit  in  which  the  plead- 
ings do  not  negative  the  possibility  of  the  issue  arising  as  to  its  legal 
existence,  as  it  places  itself  in  a  position  where  its  legal  existence  and 
its  rights  under  its  charter  may  be  questioned,  it  may  be  truly  said  that 
matters  in  dispute  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States 
arise. 

But  this  is  not  so  when  the  federal  corporation  is  a  defendant,  when  its 
corporate  life  is  admitted,  and  when  the  pleadings  afllrmatiyely  show 
that  the  cause  of  action  and  the  defense  dq)end  upon  state  and  not 
Federal  statutes. 

It  is  not  enough  that  a  party  is  a  creation  of  the  law  of  the  United  States 
to  deprive  the  state  court  of  Jurisdiction,  but  tho  matter  in  ditputo  in  the 
action  must  arise  thereunder. 

Where,  ss  in  this  case,  the  matter  in  diapute  arises  out  of  state  and  not 
federal  laws,  the  state  courts  cannot  be  deprived  of  Jurisdiction. 

Special  Term^  Sepiemlery  1880. 

Motion  to  remove  the  above  entitled  cause  into  the  circuit 
conrt  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  New 
York. 
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Ulster  County  Savings  Institution  agt.  Fourth  Katicxial  Bank. 
Z.  J.  WUoooBj  for  motion. 
W.  S.  Kem/on^  Jr.y  opposed, 

Wb8tbbook,  «/".  —  The  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  formed 
nnder  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  located  at  and  doing 
business  as  a  savings  bank  in  the  city  of  Kingston,  Ulster 
coanty,  in  said  state. 

The  defendant  is  a  corporation  formed  nnder  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  and  transacting  a  general  banking  business 
in  the  city  of  New  York.  The  existence  of  the  defendant  as 
a  Corporate  Being  is  averred  in  the  complaint  and  admitted  by 
the  answer. 

The  plaintiff  by  its  complaint  seeks  to  recover  of  the  defend- 
ant the  sum  of  fourteen  hundred  and  forty  dollars,  with  inter- 
est from  April  11,  1878,  which  sum  it  alleges  to  be  due  and 
owing  to  it  on  account  of  moneys  deposited  by  it  with  the 
defendant,  with  which  it  is  averred  ^^  the  plaintiff  has  hereto- 
fore kept  and  still  has  an  account,"  and  which  sum,  so  claimed, 
the  defendant  has,  on  demand,  refused  to  pay. 

The  defendant  admits  by  its  answer  the  allegation  that  it 
had  acted  as  the  financial  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  but  alleges  the  payment  in  full  by  it  to  the  plain- 
tiff of  all  moneys  deposited  by  the  said  plaintiff  with  the 
defendant.  It  further  sets  up,  by  way  of  counter-claim,  that 
the  plaintiff,  about  the  Bth  of  December,  1877,  delivered  to  the 
defendant,  for  sale  through  its  correspondent  in  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  in  the  state  of  Louisiana,  '^  certain  certificates  of 
stock  in  the  Crescent  City  Railroad  Company,  representing  that 
one  Budington,  as  the  administrator  of  H.  J.  Budington, 
deceased,  was  the  owner  and  holder  thereof;"  that  the 
defendant  sent  said  stock  to  its  correspondent  in  New 
Orleans,  the  G^rmania  National  Bank,  which  sold  the  same  at 
the  price  directed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  promised  and  agreed  to 
deliver  and  transfer  said  stock  to  the  purchaser.  That  said 
Budington  was  not  the  owner  of  said  stock,  and  the  Cresent 
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City  Eailroad  Company  refused  to  transfer  the  same  for  that 
reason,  so  that  the  said  Germania  Bank  could  not  deliver  such 
stock  to  the  purchaser,  who  thereby  sustained  damages  to  the 
amount  of  $1,440,  which  the  said  Germania  Bank  paid  to 
him  about  the  20th  of  December,  1877,  in  discharge  of  its 
liability ;  which  sum  of  money  the  defendant  was  obliged  to 
repay  and  did  repay  to  said  Germania  Bank ;  and  it  therefore 
asks  that  the  said  sum  of  $1,440,  with  interest  from  Decem- 
ber 20, 1877,  '^  be  set  ofE  against  the  plaintiff's  demand  to  the 
extent  thereof." 

The  reply  denies  each  of  the  facts  constituting  the  counter^ 
claim,  and  further  alleges  that  the  plaintiff'  was  not  in  fact 
interested,  and  could  not  be  according  to  the  laws  of  this  state, 
in  any  of  the  transactions  out  of  which  the  alleged  counter- 
claim arose,  and  the  parties  with  whom  the  defendant  really 
dealt  therein  are  disclosed.  Other  matters  are  also  set  out  in 
the  reply,  but  they  are  immaterial  for  the  purposes  of  this 
motion. 

The  defendant  moves  under  section  2  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  March  3,  1875,  to  transfer  this  action  to  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York, 
upon  the  ground,  as  alleged  in  the  moving  papers,  that  ^'  this 
suit  and  the  matters  in  dispute  therein  arise  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States." 

The  act  referred  to  certainly  authorizes  the  removal  of  "  any 
suit  of  a  civil  nature,  at  law  or  in  equity,  now  pending  or 
hereafter  brought,  in  any  state  court,  where  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute exceeds,  exclusive  of  costs,  the  sum  or  value  of  $500, 
and  arising  vmder  the  Constitution  or  laws  qf  the  United 
StateSy^  etc.;  but  I  confess  my  inability  to  see  how  "the 
matter  in  dispute "  in  this  action  arises  under  the  "  laws  of 
the  United  States."  It  is  true  that  the  defendant  owes  its 
corporate  life  to  a  law  of  Congress,  but  such  life  being  con- 
ceded, it  must  be  shown  that  "  the  matter  in  dispute  " —  t.  e.y 
some  issue  in  the  action  —  arises  under  the  Constitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  States. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  486 

Ulster  County  Savings  Institution  agt.  Fourth  National  Bank. 

If  the  exifitence  of  the  defendant  was  questioned,  or  its 
power  under  its  charter  to  do  any  act  in  controversy  was 
denied,  it  might  be  plausibly  argued  that  ^'  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute ''  arose  under  a  law  of  the  United  States.  The  pleadings, 
however,  afiBrmatively  show  that  no  question  of  the  character 
just  referred  to  can  possibly  arise,  and  that  all  disputed  points 
are  controlled  by  state  laws.  The  issue  in  the  action  is  plainly 
upon  the  counter-claim  of  the  defendant,  and  that  depends 
upon  proof  of  facts  which  no  Federal  law  controls,  either  as 
to  the  mode  of  giving  the  same  or  as  to  its  effect  when  given. 
If,  therefore,  this  action  is  to  be  transferred  from  the  state 
court  it  must  be  upon  the  simple  ground  that  it  is  a  corpora- 
tion created  under  a  law  of  congress.  Should  the  removal 
asked  for  be  granted  for  any  such  reason  ? 

The  case  of  the  Union  PcudfiG  BaUroad  Compcmy  agt. 
McComi  (1  Federal  Reporter^  799)  is  relied  upon  as  decisive 
of  this  question,  but  I  cannot  so  regard  it.  That  was  an 
action  by  a  corporation  created  under  the  Federal  statutes ; 
and  of  such  an  actioa  judge  Blatohfobd  says :  "  Under  the 
principles  laid  down  in  the  decision  in  Oahom  agt.  Bcmk  of 
the  United  Stcites  (9  Wheat,  738,  819)  it  must  be  regarded  as 
settled  that  a  suit  by  a  corporation  created  by  the  United 
States  is  a  suit  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States." 
Possibly,  though  this  is  not  fvJly  conceded,  when  a  Federal 
corporation  brings  a  suit  in  which  the  pleadings  do  not  nega- 
tive the  possibility  of  such  an  issue,  as  it  places  itself  in  a 
position  where  its  legal  existence  and  its  rights  under  its 
charter  may  be  questioned,  it  may  be  truly  said  that  matters 
in  dispute  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  arise.  But  this  argument  cannot  be  made  when  the 
Federal  corporation  is  a  defendant,  when  its  corporate  life  is 
admitted,  and  when  the  pleadings  affirmatively  show  that  the 
cause  of  action  and  the  defense  depend  upon  state  and  not  Fede- 
ral statutes.  The  case  of  the  United  ^/xte%  Bank  agt.  Osbom 
(9  Wheaty  738)  was  an  action  brought  to  restrain  the  coUeo* 
lion  of  a  state  tax  imposed  upon  the  bank ;  and  that  was 
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80  obviously  a  case  depending  upon  the  Constitntion  and 
laws  of  the  United  States  that  the  soundness  of  that  deci- 
sion cannot  be  questioned.  The  opinion  in  that  cause, 
however,  cannot  be  carried  so  far  as  to  hold  that  when 
Federal  corporations  have  contracted  with  citizens  of  a  state 
or  with  its  corporations,  and  have  had  dealings  with  them 
under  state  laws,  that  the  latter  must  pursue  their  reme- 
dies in  the  federal  courts.  So  to  hold  would  be  a  surrender  of 
state  rights  to  an  extent  which  could  not  be  tolerated.  No  bet- 
ter answer  can  be  given  to  this  position  than  the  remarks  in  the 
opinion  of  the  late  chief  justice  Chuboh,  in  Coohe  agt  State 
Naticmcl  Bcmk  of  Boston,  (62  N.  T.,  96 ;  seepages  108, 109)^ 
which,  after  combating  such  a  proposition,  are  as  follows :  ^^  If 
the  Federal  legislature  may  create  corporations  for  the  trans- 
action of  the  banking  business  of  the  country,  and  confine  all 
legal  proceedings  by  and  against  them  to  Federal  courts,  it 
requires  only  another  step  in  the  same  direction  to  create  cor- 
porations for  the  transaction  of  railroad,  telegraph,  express  and 
manufacturing  business,  and  thus  to  usurp  control  over  the 
whole  business  of  the  country  and  tho  internal  affairs  of  the 
states,  absorbing  the  judicial  functions  of  state  courts  and 
reducing  the  states  themselves  to  mere  governmental  skeletons 
without  power  or  vitality,  a  result  which  no  friend  of  the  Con. 
stitution  or  of  republican  institutions  can  desire.^' 

It  would  not  be  difficult  to  prove  that  any  Federal  law  which 
assumed  to  transfer  to  the  Federal  courts  aU  suits  against  cor- 
porations created  under  Federal  laws  would  be  unconstitu- 
tionaL  That  question,  however,  does  not  arise,  as  the  statute 
relied  upon  for  the  transfer  undertakes  no  such  impossibility. 
It  allows  the  transfer  when  '^the  matter  in  dispute"  arises 
^<  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States,"  and  in 
the  language  quoted  the  act  gives  the  true  construction  to  that 
provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  {section  2, 
article  3)  which  declares  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States  "  shall  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity  arising 
under  this  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States,"  &o. 


KEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  487 


Bhaw  agt  McCarly. 


It  is  not  eDOUgh  that  a  party  is  a  creation  of  the  law  of  the 
United  States  to  deprive  the  state  court  of  jurisdiction,  but 
*^  the  matter  in  dispute  "  in  the  action  must  arise  thereunder. 
That  ^'  the  matter  in  dispute  "  in  this  cause  arises  out  of  state 
and  not  Federal  laws  is  clear ;  and  the  motion  is  therefore 
denied,  with  costs. 


N.  Y.  MAEmE  COURT. 
JiTLiA  A.  Shaw  agt.  Johk  AfoCAsrr. 

Butnma/ry  proeeedingi — lUegal  trade. 

Where  a  tenant  Imowingly  sub-lets  a  portion  of  the  demised  premises  for 
a  policy  shop,  the  lease  of  the  tenant  may  be  annulled  by  the  landlord, 
and  the  tenant  may,  under  the  statute  in  reference  to  illegal  trades,  be 
removed  by  summary  proceedings,  the  same  as  if  he  were  an  overhold- 
ing  tenant. 

After  the  forfeiture  has  once  attached,  it  cannot  be  discharged  by  the 
tenant  abating  the  nuisance.    The  reasons  stated. 

Special  Temij  October^  1880. 

Mss.  Julia  A.  Shaw  commenced  proceedings  in  the  marine 
court  against  her  tenant,  John  McCarty,  to  cancel  his  lease  of 
the  Bapid  Transit  Hotel,  in  East  Forty-second  street,  near  the 
Grand  Central  Railway  Depot,  and  to  eject  him  from  the 
premises  for  sub-letting  the  basement  of  the  hotel  for  a  policy 
shop,  in  violation  of  the  statute. 

K  P.  Wildery  for  landlord. 

Joseph  UUman  and  Charles  Ora/n/y  for  tenant. 

McAdam,  «/.  — ^  The  statute  under  which  this  proceeding  is 
authorized  provides  that  whenever  the  lessee  or  occupant  of 
demised  premises  shall  use  or  occupy  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof,  for  any  illegal  business^  the  lease  <h:  agreement  for 
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tb^  letting  or  occupancy  of  such  premiscB  ahall  thercnpcw 
become  void  and  the  landlord  may  re-enter,  &c  (1873,  chap. 
583),  and  substantially  the  same  language  is  employed  by  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {sso.  2231).  The  tenant  did  not 
personally  use  the  demised  premises  for  any  illegal  trade,  but 
he  sub-let  the  basement  thereof  to  one  Lampson  as  a  ^^  policy 
shop,"  an  illegal  trade  or  business  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  {See  3  H.  S.  [6th  ed.\  022).  It  was  used  as  a  place 
for  the  sale  of  tickets,  numbers  and  slips,  in  the  scheme  of 
drawing  lottery  prizes,  and  was  frequented  by  hackmen,  boys 
and  colored  people  who  patronized  the  game.  The  evidence 
satisfies  me  that  McCarty  knew  all  about  Lampson'g  ante- 
cedents, and  the  business  he  was  to  carry  on  from  the  time  he 
first  negotiated  for  the  basement,  so  that  these  facts  must  be 
found  in  favor  of  the  landlord. 

The  occupation  by  Lampson,  under  such  circumstances,  by 
force  of  the  statute,  made  McCarty's  lease  void,  at  tiie  option 
of  his  landlord  or  of  his  assigns  (See  The  People  agt.  Bennett^ 
14  Hv/n,  63). 

The  lease  being  nullified,  the  landlord  was  authorized  by 
statute  to  take  the  same  remedies  to  recover  possession  of  his 
premises  as  are  given  him  by  law  in  a  case  of  a  tenant  hold- 
ing over  after  the  expiration  of  his  lease.  The  assignee  of 
the  landlord  has  therefore  resorted  to  this  remedy  {Code^  see. 
2235).  He  has  done  nothing,  since  the  lease  was  so  annulled, 
which  operates  in  law  as  a  waiver  of  the  statutory  right.  On 
the  contrary,  he  promptly  commenced  proceedings  before  jus- 
tice Lanobein,  in  the  seventh  district  court,  but  that  justice 
dismissed  the  proceedings  because  they  were,  in  his  judgment, 
prematurely  brought. 

The  tenant's  counsel  claims  that  the  dismissal  is  a  bar  to 
these  proceedings.  The  objection,  however,  is  untenable  {Dea^ 
ier  agt.  Cla/rJc,  35  Bwth.y  271 ;  The  People  agt.  Vilas,  36  N. 
jr.,  460). 

The  tenant's  counsel  also  claims  that  before  the  present 
proceeding  was  commenced,  the  tenant  induced  Lampson  to 
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leave  the  baeement,  and  that  bj  this  means  the  nuisance  has 
been  abated,  and  the  object  of  the  statute  satisfied.  But  the 
statute  goes  further ;  it  imposes,  as  a  penalty  for  its  infraction, 
that  the  lease  for  the  letting  and  occupancy  of  the  premises 
shall  become  void.  If  it  becomes  void  at  the  option  of  the 
landlord  or  his  assigns,  it  may  be  competent  for  them  to  waive 
the  forfeiture,  but  I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover  how  the  party 
who  has  incurred  the  penalty,  can  by  any  act  of  his  (however 
meritorious)  dischai^  it.  The  statute  was  aimed  at  what  the 
legislature  regarded  as  a  growing  evil,  and  by  its  terms  the 
person  offending  against  its  provisions  forfeits  his  lease.  The 
landlord  in  the  present  proceeding  insists  upon  the  forfeiture. 
The  tenant  herein  has  incurred  the  penalty,  and  although 
the  statute  is  highly  penal,  I  must  enforce  its  mandates.  The 
landlord  is  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  for  possession. 

NoTB.  —  The  tenant  subBequently  obtahied  an  injunction  in  the  snpreme 
court,  to  restrain  the  iflsning  of  the  warrant  upon  the  above  judgment 
A  motion  to  continue  the  injunction  was  made,  and  on  the  let  day  of 
November,  1880,  denied,  and  the  following  decision  rendered : 

Ch€Mie$  Onvry  and  JowpK  UUman,  for  motion. 

K  P.  Wilder,  opposed. 

Lawrbnob,  /. — I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  learned  justice  of  the 
marine  court  was  right  upon  the  facts  and  the  law  in  this  case,  and  that 
the  injunction  heretofore  issued  should  not  be  continued.  The  tempo- 
rary injunction  is  therefore  dissolved.— [Ed. 

Vol.  LIX        62 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Andrew  J.  Williams  agt  Robsst  J.  Cabsady  et  oL 

CoiU — wheut  and  when  not,  defendants  who  9&ver  in  their  dtfenee,  and  aU 

tticeeed,  are  entitled  to  several  bUb  of  eorts. 

Defendants  vho  sever  in  their  defense,  and  all  of  whom  sacoeed,  are  enti- 
tled to  several  bills  of  costs,  unless,  however,  such  severance  be  in  bad 
faith  and  to  increase  costs. 

Thus,  if  persons  actually  partners  should  sever  in  defending  an  action  on 
a  partnership  liability,  or  if  one  defendant  shoiild  defend  by  an  attorney, 
and  another  by  the  attorney's  clerk,  these  would  be  cases  of  bad  faith. 

The  defendants,  R  C.  and  J.  C,  were  brothers,  but  when  sued  they  had 
no  joint  business  relations,  although  they  had  been,  at  a  previous  time, 
in  business  together:  J.  C.  was  a  non-resident,  having  gone  from  the 
state  to  avoid  creditors.  All  the  property  was  in  the  hands  of  R  C, 
the  other  defendant.  The  summons  was  served  on  J.  C.  by  publication ; 
there  could  be  no  personal  service  upon  him,  and  there  was  no  property 
subject  to  attachment  The  retainer  of  R  C.  is  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  attorney  for  J.  C.  The  answers  are  indentical,  that  of  J.  0.  being 
copied  and  verified  in  the  office  of  the  attorney  for  R  0.  The  attorney 
for  J.  C.  stated  that  he  received  a  letter  from  J.  G.  about  the  fifteenth 
of  April  requesting  him  to  appear.  But  he  does  not  state  that  he  had 
not  himself  previously  written  to  J.  C. : 

JEeld,  that  the  defendants  had  the  right  to  appear  by  different  attorneys  and 
interpose  separate  defenses,  and  having  succeeded  on  the  trial  they  were 
entitled  to  separate  bills  of  costs  under  section  805  of  the  Code  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  subject,  however,  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  confine  them  to 
one  bill  in  case  it  should  be  made  to  appear  that  they  had  made  their 
separate  defenses  coUusively  to  enhance  costs. 

Held,  further,  that,  taking  all  these  matters  into  consideration,  and  seeing 
the  uselessness  of  this  severance,  or  perhaps  of  any  defense  by  J.  C, 
the  severance  of  defendants  was  not  in  good  faith,  and  they  should  be 
confined  to  one  bill  of  costs. 

Third  I>eparimejvty  General  Termy  September^  1880. 

Before  Learned,  P.  J.y  Bockes  and  Follett,  JJ. 

Learned,  P.  J,  —  The  case  of  AUts  agt.  WTieeler  (56* 
N',  Y,y  60),  while  it  overruled  the  case  of  Damsel  agt.  Ly(m 
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(9  JV.  Y.y  549),  does  not  seem  to  touch  the  present  question. 
The  opinion  holds  that  section  306  {old  Code)  establishes  "  the 
conditions  npon  which  one  or  more  of  several  defendants 
might  recover  costs  against  a  plaintiff  who  should  recover 
against  other  defeadaTiteP  And  sach  is  the  clear  meaning  of 
that  section.  The  words  "  when  the  plaintiff  fails  to  recover 
judgment  against  all "  do  not  mean  ^'  when  the  plaintiff  fails 
to  recover  judgment  against  amyP  They  mean  when  the 
plaintiff  recovers  against  one  and  not  against  all^  with  reason, 
because  then  the  plaintiff  has  shown  that  he  had  some  right 
of  action,  therefore  the  question  of  costs  is  left  discretionary. 

In  the  present  case  the  question  rests  not  on  section  306 
but  on  sections  304  and  305,  and  the  law  applicable  thereto. 
In  AikvM  agt.  Lefever  (6  Abb,  [N.  /&],  221)  the  defendants 
had  appealed  by  the  same  attorney.  The  court  expressly 
refused  to  pass  on  the  rule  which  should  prevail  if  the  defend- 
ants should  sever. 

Section  303  explains  that  costs  are  sums  allowed  to  the  pre- 
vailing party  by  way  of  indemnity  of  his  expenses  in  the 
action.  In  the  present  case  the  defendants  were  not  partners 
as  has  been  found  by  the  referee. 

The  plaintiff  sued  them  as  partners  on  an  alleged  joint  lia- 
bility. Each  had  a  right  to  defend.  They  were  under  no 
obligation,  either  at  law  or  in  fair  dealing,  to  unite  in  their 
defense. 

If  A  and  B,  having  in  fact  no  joint  or  common  interest,  are 
sued  as  jointly  liable,  neither  of  them  is  bound  to  intrust  his 
defense  to  the  attorney  selected  by  the  other.  One  may  even 
defend  in  person.  If  costs  are  to  indemnify,  why  should  not 
each  be  entitled  to  the  indemnity  ?  If  not,  which  is  to  be 
indemnified?  We  see  no  reason  why  section  305  does  not 
give  in  such  a  case  costs  to  every  defendant  appearing  and 
answering  separately  and  in  good  faith. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say  that  this  view  would  authorize 
two  persons  actually  parties  to  sever  in  their  defense  and  to 
recover  separate  costs. 


482  NEW  TORE  PRAGTIGB  REPORTa 

Williams  agt.  CbaatAjetoL 

A  severance  bj  partnero  might  be  so  evidently  in  bad  faith 
that  it  could  not  be  permitted,  because  a  partner  who  retains 
an  attorney  in  an  action  against  the  firm  may  be  said  to  retain 
him  for  all  of  the  firm. 

In  Albany  and  West  Shore  Rail/road  agt.  Cody  (6  HiU^  265) 
the  defendants  had  appeared  by  the  same  attorney  and  had 
filed  separate  pleas.     The  action  was  for  tort. 

The  court  said,  that  so  far  as  torts  were  concerned  the  case 
was  substantially  as  though  both  defendants  were  acquitted. 
That  they  could  tax  only  one  bill,  but  that  both  should  recover 
for  the  separate  services,  viz.,  for  the  pleas. 

In  Ten  Broeck  agt.  Paige  (6  HiU^  267)  two  defendants  had 
appeared  by  different  attorneys.  The  action  was  tort.  Each 
was  entitled  to  a  full  bill  of  costs  so  far  as  the  services  were 
separate ;  but  as  to  the  services,  which  were  alike  for  both, 
there  should  be  but  one  taxation.  The  court  speaks  of  the 
severance  as  having  been  "without  any  improper  motive '^ 
{See^  aleo^  the  foUowmg  case  m  the  same  voivme). 

It  is  true  that  these  were  cases  of  tort,  but  there  seems  to 
be  no  difference  in  principle  between  tort  and  a  case  where, 
in  an  action  on  contract,  there  is  in  fact  no  joint  interest 
between  the  defendants. 

This  last  case  is  recognized  in  Perry  agt.  Livingston  (6 
How.  Pr,j  404),  which  was  an  action  on  contract.  There  the 
court  said  that  defendants  who  succeed,  and  who  have  severed 
in  the  defense  and  appeared  by  separate  attorneys,  are  enti- 
tled to  separate  bills  of  costs.  But  in  that  case  such  separate 
bills  were  refused  on  the  ground  that  there  was  not  a  bona 
fide  separate  appearance  {See^  alsoy  ColUmib  agt.  Caldwell^  5 
How.  Pr.y  386). 

The  present  case  is  not  an  action  in  equity,  therefore  the 
report  of  the  referee  that  the  defendants  recover  costs  is  of 
no  force.  They  are  entitled  to  costs,  or  not  so  entitled,  accord- 
ing to  rules  of  law  and  not  according  to  the  judgment  of  the 
referee. 

It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  defendants  who  sever  in  their 
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defense,  and  all  of  whom  saoeeed,  are  entitled  to  Beveral  bills 
of  costs,  unless,  however,  such  severance  be  in  bad  faith  and 
to  increase  costs.  Thus,  if  persons  actnaUy  partners  should 
sever  in  defending  an  action  on  a  partnership  liability,  or  if 
one  defendant  should  defend  by  an  attorney  and  another  by 
the  attorney's  derk,  these  would  be  cases  of  bad  faith. 

In  the  present  case,  James  Cassady  was  a  non-resident,  hav- 
ing gone  from  the  state  to  avoid  creditors.  All  the  property 
was  in  the  hands  of  Bobert  Cassady,  the  other  defendant. 
The  summons  was  served  on  James  by  publication.  There 
could  be  no  personal  service  against  him  and  there  was  no 
property  subject  to  attachment  At  least  this  is  a  fair  con- 
clusion on  a  comparison  of  the  affidavits.  The  retainer  of 
Mr.  Sawyer  for  Bobert  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Day,  the 
attorney  for  James.  The  answers  are  indentical.  That  of 
James  was  copied  and  verified  in  the  office  of  the  attorney  for 
Bobert.  The  attorney  for  James  stated  that  he  received  a 
letter  from  James  about  the  fifteenth  of  April,  requesting  him 
to  appear.  But  he  does  not  state  that  he  had  not  himself 
previously  written  to  James.  Taking  all  these  matters  into 
consideration  and  seeing  the  uselessness  of  this  severance,  or 
perhaps  of  any  defense  by  James,  we  do  not  think  that  the 
severance  of  defendants  was  in  good  faith. 

The  part  of  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed 
with  ten  dollars  costs  and  disbursements. 

BoGKBS,  «7.  —  The  defendants  had  the  right  to  appear  by 
different  attorneys  and  interpose  separate  defenses ;  and  having 
succeeded  on  the  trial  they  were  entitled  to  separate  bills  of 
costs,  under  section  305  of  the  Code,  as  matter  of  law,  sub- 
ject however  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  confine  them  to 
one  bill  in  case  it  should  be  made  to  appear  that  they  had 
made  their  separate  defenses  coUusively  to  enhance  costs. 
The  exercise  of  this  power  by  the  court,  for  collusion  and 
fraud  on  the  practice  of  the  court,  has  been  indulged  during 
a  long  period  of  time,  notwithstanding  the  peremptory  Ian- 
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gaage  of  the  statute  awarding  ooets  to  Bnoeesfif al  parties.  It 
has  for  its  basis  an  alleged  fraud  upon  the  law  giving  costs. 
By  the  record  in  this  case,  as  it  stood  when  the  costs  were 
adjusted  by  the  derk,  the  defendants,  having  interposed  sepa- 
rate defenses,  were  entitled  to  separate  bills ;  not  because  the 
referee  had  so  awarded  costs,  but  because,  under  section  305  of 
the  Code,  they  were  entitled  to  the  costs  of  their  separate 
defenses  as  matter  of  law  (Board  of  Supervisors  agt.  Brisiolj 
68  ffow.^  8).  But  it  was  open  to  the  plaintijf  to  move  the 
court  for  an  order  limiting  the  defendants  to  one  bill,  on  the 
ground  that  the  separate  defenses  were  interposed  unnecessarily 
and  collusively ;  that  the  practice  adopted  was  unjust  and  a 
fraud  upon  the  law.  The  clerk  had  no  right  to  determine 
this  question.  He  could  exercise  no  judicial  power  in  grant- 
ing or  refusing  the  costs  of  the  action  to  any  party.  The  sug- 
gestion to  the  contrary,  in  Haye  agt  Hob&rtson  (38  If.  Y. 
Sup.  Qt,  [6  Jones  <&  Spencer']^  59),  is,  as  I  think,  untenable. 
It  was  for  the  party  alleging  collusion  to  move  the  court  for 
the  relief  he  desired  to  obtain,  the  case  on  the  record  standing 
against  him.  The  decision  of  the  special  term  in  this  case, 
to  the  effect  that  before  the  defendants  could  have  their  sepa- 
rate bills  taxed  by  the  clerk  they  must  obtain  an  order  from 
the  court  permitting  it,  was  erroneous.  The  decision  of  the 
special  term  was  put  on  this  ground  only.  If  t}ie  case  came 
within  the  purview  of  section  806  of  the  Oode,  the  rule  would 
be  as  declared  by  the  special  term.  But  it  is  shown  in  the 
opinion  of  Learned,  P.  J.,  herein,  that  section  306  has  here 
no  application. 

The  question  whether  the  separate  defenses  were  collusively 
interposed  in  this  case  to  enhance  costs  was  not  considered  by 
the  special  term.  Such,  however,  being  the  real  and  true 
question  presented  by  the  motion,  this  court  should  now  exam- 
ine it  to  the  end  that  the  merits  of  the  motion  be  determined 
by  a  proper  order.  Then  is  it  made  to  appear  satisfactorily 
on  the  papers  submitted  that  the  defendants  needlessly  and 
collusively  severed  in  their  defenses,  simply  to  enhance  costs  t 
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I  have  had  great  difScolty  in  joining  with  my  brothers  Lbabned 
and  FoLLBTT  in  giving  an  affirmatiye  answer  to  this  question. 
As  above  stated,  each  had  the  right  to  employ  his  own  attor- 
ney. They  were  not  jointly  liable  on  the  daim  on  which  they 
were  prosecuted.  This  fact  was  established  on  the  trial  They 
were  not  united  in  interest  in  their  defenses.  They  were 
brothers,  it  is  true,  but  when  sued  they  had  no  joint  busi- 
ness relations,  although  they  had  bee^  at  a  previous  time  in 
business  together,  and  it  is  claimed  that  the  circumstances 
attending  the  copying  and  service  of  the  answers  from 
the  office  of  the  attorney  for  one  of  the  defendants,  are 
shown  to  have  been  matters  of  mere  accommodation  between 
the  attorneys. 

As  it  seemed  to  me,  this  ca^e  was  unlike  one  wherein  sepa- 
rate defenses  were  interposed  by  the  same  attorney,  or  wherein 
attorneys  who  w^e  partners  each  answered  separately  for 
different  defendants,  or  where  the  attorneys  occupied  the  same 
office,  or  where  one  attorney  answered  for  one  defendant  and 
his  law  clerk  answered  for  another.  In  such  cases  collusion  to 
obtain  double  costs  may  well  be  inferred,  and  such  are  the 
circun[i8tance8  attending  most  of  the  cases  in  the  books  wherein 
defendants,  who  interposed  separate  answers  by  different 
attorneys,  have  been  limited  to  a  single  bill  of  costs.  The 
cases  bearing  on  this  question  are  nearly  all  cited  in  Atkms 
agt.  Zefever  (5  AbboU  [iT.  /SI],  221,  222).  For  cases  not  there 
referred  to,  see  Pierce  agt.  Brawn  (40  N.  T.  Sup.  Ct  R. 
[8  Jonee  <&  Spencer],  on  page  399)  and  MiUigan  agt.  lidbm- 
son  (58  Sbw.y  380).  The  last  case  cited  is  not  in  point,  how- 
ever, as  that  was  an  equity  case  and  the  referee  awarded  costs 
to  the  defendants ;  the  granting  or  withholding  of  costs  rest- 
ing in  his  discretion.  In  order  to  defeat  the  defendant's 
claim  to  separate  bills,  it  must  be  piade  to  appear  that  the 
separate  defenses  were  interposed  coUusively,  simply  to 
enhance  coeta  This  is  the  question  here,  and  my  brothers 
Lkabbtied  and  Foi^lbtt.  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  the 
separate  defenses  were  in  this  case  so  interposed,  and  with 
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that  conclnsioQ  I  am  inclined  to  concur,  but  not  i^^ithoat 
hesitation  and  some  reluctance. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  there  are  some  facts  and  circum- 
stances on  which  this  conclusion  may  be  based. 


F.  S.  CIKCUIT  COUET. 
EsNEST  Steiqsb  agt.  John  H.  6o2TK. 

8umm(m% — When  thotUd  be  set  cuide  an  gro^ind  that  dtfendant  wu  indueed 
to  eame  toitkin  the  juriadkUon  cf  the  court  by  deceptive  and  fraudutevU 
meanefoT  the  pwrpoee  of  eerting  hitn. 


I 


Where  the  defendant,  residing  in  another  district,  is  enticed  and  induced 
to  come  into  the  district  where  the  plaintiff  resides  by  the  false  repre- 
sentations or  deceptive  contrivances  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  any  one  acting 
in  his  behalf,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  legal  process  upon  him,  and 
the  same  is  served  through  such  improper  means,  such  service  is  illegal 
and  ought  to  be  set  aside  and  the  process  should  be  dismissed. 

Where  the  defendant  had  been  brought  from  New  York  to  Newark,  New 
Jersey,  by  a  forged  telegram,  and  on  his  arrival  he  was  served  with  the 
summons  or  writ  by  the  Deputy  United  States  Marshal,  who  had  been 
engaged  by  plaintiff  to  make  such  service: 

EM,  that  although  there  is  no  pretense  that  the  deputy  marshal  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  forged  telegram,  yet  the  undisputed  facts  make  such 
a  presumption  against  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  who  accompanied  the 
officer,  that  he  is  called  upon  to  rebut  them  with  proof  that  he  was  not 
privy  to  the  deception  practiced  upon  the  defendant 

District  of  Nekjo  Jersey^  Octdbery  1880. 

Motion  to  set  aside  writ,  &c. 

J.  Henry  Stonej  ior  defendant. 

Attomey-Oeneral  CUtchristj  for  plaintiff. 

Nixon,  J. —  This  is  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  summons 
issued  in  the  case,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was 
induced  by  deceptive  and  fraudulent  means  to  come  within 


I 
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the  jurisdietion  of  the  court  for  the  ])nrpo8e  of  serving  the 
writ  upon  him.  There  seems  to  be  a  substantial  agreement 
between  the  oonnsel  of  the  respective  parties  as  to  the  law  of 
the  case.  They  assent  to  the  mle  laid  down  by  Mr.  justice 
Cliffobd  in  the  Union  Sugar  Refinery  agt.  Mathiesson  (2 
OI'iff,<f  809),  where  he  says :  '^  That  where  the  defendant,  resid- 
ing in  another  district,  is  enticed  and  induced  to  come  into 
the  district  where  the  plaintiff  resides,  by  the  false  representa- 
tions or  deceptive  contrivances  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  any  one 
acting  in  his  behalf,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  legal  process 
upon  him,  and  the  same  is  served  through  such  improper 
means,  such  service  is  illegal  and  ought  to  be  set  aside,  and 
that  the  process  should  be  dismissed." 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  facts  shown  are  sufficient 
to  identify  the  plaintiff  with,  and  hold  him  responsible  for  the 
deception  and  fraud  used  to  lure  the  defendant  into  the  state. 

The  facts  are,  that  the  defendant  is  a  citizen  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  residing  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  engaged  in 
the  business  of  importing,  publishing  and  selling  school-books 
in  the  German  language ;  that  a  convention  of  the  German- 
American  Teachers'  Association  —  a  body  composed  of  Ger- 
man teachers  from  various  states  of  the  Union — was  to  be 
held  on  the  twenty-eighth,  twenty-ninth  and  thirtieth  days  of 
July  last,  at  the  High  School  building  in  the  city  of  Newark ; 
that  many  of  the  members  of  this  association  were  customers  of 
the  defendant,  and  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  books  of  him ; 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  a  law  suit  then  pending  in 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New  York,  growing  out  of 
some  business  transactions  between  them ;  that  the  plaintiff, 
desirous  of  removing  said  controversy  into  this  jurisdiction, 
dnd  conceiving  the  notion  that  the  defendant  would  attend  the 
sessions  of  the  German  School  Association  at  Newark,  pro- 
cured a  summons  from  this  court  and  took  it  to  the  United 
States  deputy  marshal  at  Jersey  City ;  gave  him  instructions 
in  regard  to  its  service  on  the  twenty-eighth  of  July  and  intro- 
duced to  the  marshal  a  gentleman,  whose  name  ia  not  known, 
Vol.  LIX        68 


498  NEW  YORE  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Steiger  i^  Bonn. 

who  knew  the  defendant  by  sight,  and  who  was  to  accompany 
the  officer  to  Newark  to  designate  to  him  the  defendant ;  that 
they  went  to  Newark  on  the  afternoon  of  the  twenty-eighth 
and  were  joined  by  another  man,  called  "  Charley/'  who  was 
also  to  aid  the  marshal  in  identifying  the  defendant ;  that  they 
visited  the  convention  on  the  twenty-eighth  and  twenty-ninth 
of  Jnly,  but  failed  to  find  the  defendant,  one  of  the  men  pay- 
ing the  officer  for  his  attendance  on  the  last  named  day,  and 
promising  to  give  him  notice  if  his  attendance  was  desired  on 
the  next  day;  that  he  was  notified  to  meet  these  men  at 
Newark  on  the  afternoon  of  the  thirtieth,  when  the  defendant 
was  found  and  the  writ  served;  that  the  defendant  visited 
New  Jersey  in  consequence  of  having  received,  at  his  place  of 
.business  in  the  dty  of  New  York,  at  about  one  o'clock  p.  ic  of 
that  day,  a  telegram  of  the  following  tenor : 

"  Newark,  JtUy  80, 1880. 
To  E.  STBioBas,  25  Park  place,  New  York : 

Please  call  at  headquarters  of  Gbrman-American  Teachers, 
at  842  Broad  street,  this  afternoon. 

(Signed)  W.  I.  ECKOFP." 

That  the  W.  I.  Eckoff,  whose  name  was  signed  to  the  telo- 
gram,  was  a  German  teacher,  and  president  of  the  convention 
then  assembled  at  the  place  designated,  with  whom  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  casual  acquaintaace ;  that  the  telegram  was  not  sent 
by  the  said  Eckoff,  nor  by  anyone  in  his  behalf,  and  it  was 
doubtless  forwarded  by  some  one  to  bring  the  defendant  within 
this  jurisdiction. 

•  If  the  plaintiff,  or  anyone  acting  in  his  behalf,  was  instru- 
mental in  decoying  him  hither  by  the  use  of  such  a  device,  it 
piust  be  held  that  the  writ  should  be  quashed  and  the  suit  dis- 
missed. But  if  other  persons,  not  connected  with  the  plain- 
tiff, procured  his  attendance,  even  by  these  improper  methods^ 
for  any  purpose,  the  plaintiff  has  the  right  to  avail  himself  of 
the  opportunity  of  serving  the  writ  —  the  defendant  is  found 
in  the  district  in  the  sense  in  which  the  term  is  used  in  the 
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eleventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act  {sec.  739,  R.  8.\  and  the 
plaintiff  is  not  chargeable  with  any  deception  or  fraud  prac- 
ticed by  those  over  whom  he  haa  no  control  and  for  whose 
actions  he  is  not  responsible.  Such  I  understand  to  be  the 
substance  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  the  Union 
Sugar  Refinery  agt.  MaiMeaaon  {mprd). 

The  question  involved  must  be  decided  by  ascertaining  upon 
which  party  the  burden  of  proof  lies.  There  is  no  pretense 
that  the  deputy  marshal  had  any  knowledge  of  the  forged  tele- 
gram. Do  the  undisputed  facts  make  such  a  presumption 
against  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  who  accompanied  the  officer, 
that  he  is  called  upon  to  rebut  them  with  proof  that  he  was 
not  privy  to  the  deception  practiced  upon  the  defendant? 

I  am  of  that  opinion.  The  presumption  of  the  plaintiff's 
participation  in  the  deception  is  stronger  here  than  in  the  case 
of  Bevener  agt.  Heist  (80  Leg,  Int.j  46),  and  yet  in  that  case 
the  court  set  aside  the  writ.  The  defendant  had  been  brought 
to  Philadelphia,  from  Sucks  county,  Pennsylvania,  by  a  forged 
telegram,  and  on  his  arrival  he  was  served  with  the  writ  by 
the  deputy  sheriff.  Judge  Shakswood  thought  the  burden  of 
proof  was  upon  the  plaintiff  to  explain  how  the  o£Scer  knew 
that  the  plaintiff  was  coming.  There  was  no  evidence  as  to 
who  sent  the  telegram,  and  yet  the  learned  judge  held  that  the 
failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  did  not  direct  the  offi- 
cer in  the  service  was  fatal  to  the  legality  of  the  proceedings. 
"  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion,"  he  says  "  that  it  was  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff  to  produce  the  sheriff's  deputy  who  made  the 
arrest,  in  order  to  show  that  it  was  not  by  the  instruction  of 
the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  that  he  went  with  the  writ  at  that 
time  to  that  place  to  arrest  the  defendant." 

The  evidence  is  xmcontradicted  that  the  deputy  marshal  did 
go  at  the  time  and  place  designated  by  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  make  tbe  service  of  the  summons,  and  there  is  no  dis- 
avowal  on  his  part  that  he  procured  the  presence  of  the  defend* 
ant  then  and  there. 

The  writ  must  be  set  aside. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb  Pboplb  ex  rel.  O'Donnell  agt.  Jakes  MoNallt  and 

others. 

EUctioni — NoihiralkaUon — OitumrUhip — Proqf  cf — When  meondatry  eti- 

denee  may  he  reeorted  to. 

Where  a  person  asking  to  be  registered  claims  to  be  a  citizen  by  rirtae  of 
the  naturalization  of  his  parents,  the  best  evidence  of  the  naturalizatioii 
of  the  parent  would  be  the  original  certificate  of  natnralizatioB,  or  a 
duplicate  thereof,  when  it  can  be  obtained.  But  a  party  may,  in  the 
matter  of  proving  his  citizenship,  resort  to  secondary  evidence  when 
preliminary  evidence  cannot  be  obtained. 

Where  the  relator  stated  to  the  inpectors,  under  oath,  that  he  was  bom  in  i 

Ireland  and  is  of  full  age  ;  that  he  came  to  this  country  when  he  was  ! 

about  five  or  six  yean  old;  that  his  father  was  a  citizen  as  early  as  1858, 
and  that  he  has  seen  his  father  vote,  but  is  unable  to  give  the  date  of 
his  father's  certificate  of  naturalization,  although  he  had  seen  it;  that 
the  relator  has  voted  in  this  city  for  the  last  fifteen  years,  and  that  he 
claimed  the  right  to  be  regi<«tered  on  the  ground  of  his  father  having 
been  naturaUzed  long  before  the  relator  became  of  age;  that  his  father 
had  been  dead  for  over  twenty  years: 

BM,  that  in  the  absence  of  anything  impeaching  the  relator's  testimony, 
his  oath  is  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  truth  of  his  statements,  and  a 
case  is  made  out  in  which  it  is  impossible  for  the  person  seeking  regis- 
tration to  produce  the  certificate  of  naturalization  of  his  father. 

EM,  further,  that  in  such  a  case  the  party  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
secondary  <^dence  to  establish  his  right  to  vote,  and  that  the  alleged 
elector  is  Just  as  competent  to  prove  that  fact  as  he  is  to  prove  that  he 
is  a' native  bom  citizen,  is  twenty-one  years  of  age,  his  place  of  birth, 
his  residence  and  that  he  has  lived  for  the  requisite  time  in  the  state, 
county  and  election  district 

Special  Termy  October^  1880. 

This  is  an  application  for  a  mcmdcMmia  to  compel  the  elec- 
tion inspectors  of  the  twenty-first  election  district  of  the  first 
assembly  district  to  register  the  name  of  the  rel&tor. 

Oeorge  W.  Wvngate  and  E.  EUery  Anderaan  for  relator. 

Elihu  Rootj  for  respondent. 
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The  People  ex  rd.  O'Donnell  agt  McKally. 

Lawbxkob,  J.  —  Upon  examining  the  affidavits  in  this  case^ 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  inspectors  should  register  the  name 
of  the  relator.  No  specific  provision  appears  to  be  made  in 
the  registration  act  as  to  the  manner  in  which  those  who  claim 
to  be  citizens  by  virtue  of  the  naturalization  of  their  parents 
shall  be  registered.  In  such  cases,  of  course,  the  best  evidence 
of  the  naturalization  of  the  parent  would  be  the  original  cer- 
tificate of  naturalization,  or  a  duplicate  thereof,  when  it  can  be 
obtained.  But  I  do  not  understand  that  a  partj  may  not,  in 
the  matter  of  proving  his  citizenship,  resort  to  secondary  evi- 
dence when  preliminary  evidence  cannot  be  obtained  ;  and  iii 
the  absence  of  any  express  provision  in  the  statute  to  the  (k)n- 
trary,  I  am  not  prepared  to  hold  that  such  evidence  may  not 
be  resorted  to.  The  case  stands,  as  to  the  facts,  as  follows : 
The  relator  stated  to  the  inspectors,  under  oath,  that  he  waft 
bom  in  Ireland  and  is  of  full  age ;  that  he  came  to  this  coun- 
try when  he  was  about  five  or  six  years  old ;  that  his  father  wad 
a  citizen  as  early  as  1853 ;  and  that  he  has  seen  his  father  vote^ 
but  is  unable  to  give  the  date  of  his  father's  certificate  of  nat- 
uralization, although  he  had  seen  it ;  that  the  relator  has  voted 
in  this  city  for  the  last  fifteen  years ;  and  that  he  claimed  the 
right  to  be  registered  on  the  ground  of  his  father's  having 
been  naturalized  long  before  the  relator  became  of  age.  He 
also  stated  to  the  respondents  that  his  father  has  been  dead 
for  over  twenty  years. 

I  do  not  understand  that  it  is  denied  by  the  respondentia 
that  such  statements  were  made  by  the  relator,  under  oath,  to 
them ;  but  they  aver  that  no  evidence  of  citizenship  was  sub- 
mitted to  them  by  the  relator  in  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  chapter  675  of  the  laws  of  1872,  and  that  he  declined 
to  give  any  proof  of  his  father's  citizenship  other  than  the 
statement  that  he  knew  that  his  father  was  a  citizen,  or  to  give 
any  evidence  as  to  when,  where,  or  in  what  court,  or  before 
what  officer  his  father  was  naturalized,  or  to  produce  any  eleo- 
tor  to  testify  as  to  his  qualifications  as  an  elector.  Now,  I 
agree  with  the  relator's  counsel  that  in  the  absence  of  any- 


M8        NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTB. 


The  People  tat  reL  0'I>oimeU  agi.  HcNaUy. 


thing  impeaduDg  the  relator's  teetimony,  hie  oath  is  prima 
fdde  evidence  of  the  tmth  of  his  statements.  If  his  testi- 
mony is  true,  a  case  is  made  out  in  which  it  is  impossible  for  the 
person  seeking  registration  to  produce  the  certificate  of  the  nat- 
uralization of  his  father.  Should  he  then  lose  his  right  to  vote 
if,  in  point  of  fact,  his  father  was  a  naturalized  citizen  I 

Such  I  do  not  believe  to  be  the  proper  construction  of  the 
law.  I  think  that  in  such  a  case  the  party  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  secondary  evidence  to  establish  his  right  to  vote, 
and  that  the  alleged  elector  is  just  as  competent  to  prove  that 
fact  as  he  is  to  prove  that  he  is  a  native  bom  citizen,  is  twen- 
ty-one years  of  age,  his  place  of  birth,  his  residence  and  that 
he  has  lived  for  the  requisite  time  in  the  state,  county  and 
election  district.  The  supreme  court  of  this  state  held,  in  the 
case  of  The  People  agt.  Pease  (30  £a/rb<mr's  P.y  588),  that 
the  boards  of  inspectors  are  not  jndges,  nor  do  they  exercise  a 
judicial  power  in  receiving  or  in  counting  votes.  Justice 
Allen,  in  his  opinion  in  that  case,  says :  ^'  They  cannot  sum- 
mon witnesses  or  impannel  a  juiy,  or  give  the  party  interested 
a  hearing.  They  can  examine  the  proposed  elector  upon  his 
oath,  and  there  their  power  and  means  of  judicial  investiga- 
tion cease ;  and  it  would  be  strange  indeed  if  their  conclusions 
should  be  final  as  against  the  state  and  all  interested."  And 
again  he  says :  '^  The  elector  is  made  the  judge  of  his  own 
qualifications,  and  his  conscience  takes  the  place  of  the  judg- 
ment and  decision  of  every  other  tribunal  for  that  occasion. 
The  inspectors  may  probe  his  conscience,  and  instruct  and 
advise,  but  they  cannot  decide  upon  his  qualifications." 
Again,  by  section  64  of  the  act  of  1872,  as  amended^  fraudu- 
lent registration,  or  an  attempt  or  offer  to  register  in  any  elec- 
tion district  by  any  person  not  having  a  right  to  register 
therein,  is  made  a  felony,  and  the  punishment  prescribed  for 
the  offense  is  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison  for  not  less  than 
one  nor  more  than  five  years.  When  any  party,  therefore, 
applies  to  be  registered,  he  does  so  only  under  the  responsi- 
bility of  his  oath,  but  he  cannot  obtain  an  illegal  registration 
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without  oommittiiig  a  very  grave  crime,  for  which  he  is  auh- 
ject  to  severe  and  odious  punishmeiit. 

Under  such  ciroamstances,  when  there  is  nothing  before  the 
court  which  tends  to  impeach  the  relator's  oath,  it  should  not 
be  assumed  to  be  false. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  relator  is 
entitled  to  a  mcmdamus  commanding  the  respondents  to  place 
his  name  upon  the  list  of  voters  of  the  twenty-first  election 
district  of  the  first  assembly  district.. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

N.  Dakb  Ellinowoob  agt.  Ohablottb  Bsabe,  executrix,  &c«, 

and  others. 

WUl — eoMtrwsHan  iff —  When  (leeumtUated  income  arising  under  a  truH 
gom  to  tho9e  enHUed  to  the  principal,  sum  from  fohich  the  income  wxe 
derived. 

Where  the  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  his  son  T.  H.  S.  $10,000,  in  trust, 
and  directed  him  to  put  the  same  at  interest  on  good  security,  and  with 
the  interest  thereof,  or  so  much  as  might  be  necessary  for  that  purpose, 
to  support  and  maintain  the  testator's  daughter,  A.  S.,  in  a  decent  and 
comfortable  manner,  or  at  his  discretion  to  give  and  pay  to  her  annu- 
ally the  whole  of  the  interest  thereof  ;  and,  at  her  decease,  the  testator 
gave  the  said  $10,000  to  all  the  children  of  A.  S.,  then  living,  equally, 
but  if  she  should  die  without  lawful  issue  then  living,  the  will  gave  the 
same,  equally,  to  his  son,  daughter  and  grandson,  naming  them,  and  to 
their  legal  representatives,  respectively.  A.  S.  was  a  lunatic  and  so 
remained  until  her  death.  She  died  without  issue.  The  income  of  the 
$10,000  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  for  her  proper  support,  and  sev- 
eral thousand  dollars  of  unexpended  income  had  accumulated  at  the 
time  of  her  death  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee : 

EM,  that  accumulated  Income,  arising  under  the  facts  above  indicated, 
should  go  to  those  entitled  to  the  principal  sum  from^hich  the  income 
was  derived  ;  that  as  to  this  fund  of  $10,000,  which  had  been  carved 
out  of  his  estate  by  the  testator  and  distinctly  set  apart  to  be  invested, 
and  whioh  after  the  death  of  his  daughter  was  to  be  paid  to  the  persons 
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named  by  him,  the  same  should  carry  with  it  to  the  legatees  the  interasi 
or  income  which  it  had  earned,  and  which  was  not  expended  for  his 
daughter's  maintenance. 

Special  Termj  Jime^  1880. 

i\r.  Dane  EUmgrjooody  plaintifE,  in  person. 

UkaHB^  SoutJimayd  dk  Choate^  for  defendants. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  testator,  by  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, gave  his  son,  Thomas  H.  Smith,  Jr.,  ten  thousand  dol- 
lars in  trust,  and  directed  him  to  put  the  same  at  interest  on 
good  security,  or  to  invest  the  same  in  bank  stock,  at  his  dis- 
cretion, and  with  the  interest  thereof,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
might  be  necessary  for  that  purpose,  to  support  and  maintain 
the  testator's  daughter,  Ann  Smith,  in  a  decent  and  comfortar 
ble  manner,  or  at  his  discretion  to  give  and  pay  to  her  annu- 
ally the  whole  of  the  interes';  thereof ;  and  at  her  decease,  the 
testator  gave  the  said  ten  thousand  dollars  to  all  the  children 
«f  Ann^  Smith  then  living,  equally ;  but  if  she  should  die  with- 
out lawful  issue  then  living,  then  and  in  such  case  the  will 
gave  the  same  equally  to  his  son  Thomas  H.  Smith,  his  daugh- 
ter Eliza  Hall  and  his  grandson  Nathan  Dane  EUingwood,  and 
to  their  legal  representatives  respectively. 

Ann  Smith  was  a  lunatic,  and  so  remained  until  her  death 
in  1871.  She  died  without  issue.  The  income  of  the  ten 
thousand  dollars  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  for  her  proper 
support,  and  several  thousand  dollars  of  unexpended  income 
had  accumulated  at  the  time  of  her  death  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustee,  and  the  question  which  is  submitted  for  decision  is,  to 
whom  does  this  surplus  belong  ? 

The  arguments  submitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  various 
claimants  have  been  carefully  considered,  and  the  following  is 
the  result  reached : 

That  accumulated  income,  arising  under  the  facts  above 
inf^'^ated,  shoulH  go  to  those  entitled  to  the  principal  sum  from 
whi  h  the  income  was  derived. 

Ii      anson  agt.  Chraham  (6  Yesey^  239)  it  was  said  that  in 
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easee  where  the  whole  interest  or  inoome  is  not  Riven,  bat  a 
provision  for  maintenance  and  support  thereont  only  is  made, 
^^  that  nothing  more  than  a  maintenance  can  be  called  for ; 
what  can  be  shown  to  be  necessary  for  maintenance,  however 
large  that  interest  may  be ;  and  therefore  what  is  not  taken 
out  of  the  fund  for  maintenance  must  follow  the  fate  of  the 
principal,  whatever  that  may  be." 

In  OraAg.9^  Craig  (8  Bwrh.  CKy^  76,  98)  a  provision  had 
been  made  by  the  testator  for  the  maintenance  of  a  lunatic 
son,  in  terms  very  similar  to  those  in  the  will  under  consider- 
ation. The  chancellor  held  that  ^'  if  there  is  a  permanent  sur- 
plus, or  if  any  surplus  is  likely  to  remain  permanently  on  hand 
because  it  is  not  wanted  for  the  support  of  the  lunatic,  it 
must  be  distributed  among  those  who  were  presumptively 
entitled  to  the  capital  of  the  fund  out  of  which  such  surplus 
income  arose  when  the  same  accrued,"  and  see  The  AUy.  Oen. 
ex.  rel.  Marsdos  agt.  The  Minister  and  Elders  of  the  Dutch 
Reformed  Chwrch  (86  iT.  7".,  452),  in  which  last  cited  case  it 
was  held  that  the  surplus  income  follows  the  "legal  title" 
{Elbome  agt.  Ooodj  14  Svni,j  176  ;  In  re  SanderaorCe  Trusty 
3  Kay  and  Johnson^  407). 

The  general  conclusion  above  reached  disposes  of  all  claims 
adverse  to  those  to  whom  is  given  the  capital  of  the  fund 
nnder  the  terms  of  the  wilL  But  in  detail  it  may  be  said, 
with  respect  to  the  right  to  those  accumulations  interposed 
by  the  next  of  kin  of  Ann  Smith,  that  she  had  no  absolute 
right  to  the  whole  income.  Had  that  been  the  case,  as  was 
said  by  the  chancellor  in  Oraig  agt.  Oraiy  (aupra)^  the  sur- 
plus of  any  year  should  have  been  invested  for  her  benefit,  and 
upon  her  death  the  claims  of  her  next  of  kin  would  be  regarded* 
But,  as  has  been  seen,  the  testator  did  not  give  the  whole 
income  to  his  daughter,  or  direct  it  all  to  be  applied  for  her 
support,  whatever  it  might  be.  What  he  meant  was,  that  his 
daughter  should  be  maintained  out  of  this  income,  and  what 
was  needed  for  such  purpose  was  given,  but  the  amount 
Vol.  LIX        64 
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thereof  bo  to  be  applied  was  to  be  determined  by  the  jud^ 
taent,  and  was  left  to  the  dificretion  of  the  trustee. 

To  the  residue  of  the  income,  over  and  abov^e  what  was 
necessary  for  her  support,  so  to  be  determined,  the  ceg^  gtte 
trust  could  have  no  legal  or  equitable  daim,  nor  can  any  be 
interposed  through  her.  This  distinction  was  clearly  drawn 
by  the  chancellor  in  Bf^an  agt.  Knickerbocker  (1  Barb,  Chy^ 
409).  In  the  course  of  his  opinion  (p.  430)  the  chancellor  criti- 
cises Snoyxien  agt.  Daly  (6  Sim.  Bep.^  524),  where  a  con- 
trary view  appears  to  have  been  taken.  In  Branson  agt. 
Branson  (48  Haw.  Prao.  B.y  481),  cited  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  the  whole  income  was  to  be  paid  to  the  cestui  que^ 
trust  absolutely.  And  in  other  cases  cited  to  support  the  claim 
of  the  next  of  kin  of  Ann  Smith,  that  feature  appears  always 
more  or  less  clearly. 

I  had  some  doubt  as  to  the  claim  interposed  by  those  inter- 
ested in  the  residue,  upon  the  ground  that  what  was  not  other- 
wise disposed  of  by  the  testator  fell  into  the  residue.  And 
there  are  expressions  in  some  cases  which  favor  such  direction 
to  their  accumulations. 

But  I  cannot  resist  the  conclusion  that  as  to  this  fund  of  ten 
thousand  dollars,  which  had  been  carved  out  of  his  estate  by 
the  testator  and  distinctly  set  apart  to  be  invested,  and  which 
after  the  death  of  his  daughter  waa  to  be  paid  to  the  persons 
named  by  him,  the  same  should  carry  with  it  to  the  l^atees 
the  interest  or  income  which  it  had  earned,  and  which  was  not 
expended  for  his  daughter's  maintenance. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  specific  fund  should  carry  its 
accretions  in  this  manner  acquired.  I  think  the  testator  so 
intended,  although  there  was  no  express  direction  for  any 
accumulation  for  that  purpose.  NichoUs  agt.  Osbam  (2  Peere 
WmiamSy  419)  favors  such  construction  (See^  alsOy  Minat  agt 
Ta^pam,  127  Mass.,  333).  In  PMps  agt.  Pond  (23  N.  F., 
83),  Sbldon,  J.,  in  commenting  upon  section  40,  1  Bevised 
Statutes,  726,  which  treats  of  the  disposition  of  rents  and 
profits  where  no  valid  direction  for  an  accumulation  was  given, 
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and  which  the  statate  declares  shall  belong  to  the  persons  pre- 
Bumptivelj  entitled  to  the  next  eventual  estate,  says :  ^^  The 
statute  is  founded  upon  the  presumption  that  the  donor  of 
property  may  naturally  be  supposed  to  intend  that  the  income 
should  go  to  the  same  person  to  whom  he  had  given  that  out 
of  which  the  income  arises."  Although  it  does  not  seem  to 
me,  for  the  reasons  above  given,  that  the  next  of  kin  of  Ann 
Smith  have  any  claim  to  these  accumulations,  yet,  in  order  to 
a  complete  determination,  it  may  be  well  to  bring  in  as  a  party, 
before  judgment,  the  legal  administrator  of  her  edtate.  But 
if  the  parties  desire  to  be  further  heard  upon  that  subject  an 
opportunity  will  be  afforded. 


N.  T.  MARINE  COURT. 

BOBERT  J.  EtJBOWK  agt.  WiLLIAH  E.   GuMP  et  al. 

Bupplem&rUary  proceedings ^Plciee  qf  Inuinese—Chde  qf  OMl  Proeedure, 

seeUan24BS. 

In  order  to  examine  a  non-resident  of  the  county  upon  supplementary 
proceedings,  it  must  appear  that  the  defendant  has  within  the  city  an 
office  for  the  regular  transaction  of  business  in  person,  as  contradistin- 
guished from  cases  where  he  transacts  the  same  through  agents. 

Speoial  Term^  September^  1880. 

MoAdah,  J.  —  In  order  to  examine  a  non-resident  of  the 
county  upon  supplementary  proceedings,  it  must  appear,  in 
the  language  of  the  Code,  that  the  defendant  has  within  the 
dty  an  office  for  the  regular  transaction  of  business  in  person 
{Oode^  seo.  2458,  auid.  1).  The  legislature,  by  changing  the 
phraseology  of  the  old  Code,  evidently  intended  to  permit 
the  examination  of  a  judgment  debtor,  outside  of  the  county 
where  he  resided,  only  in  cases  where  he  has  a  regular  place 
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of  bnsineeB  and  transacts  the  same  in  person,  as  oontradistm- 
gnished  from  cases  where  he  transacts  the  same  throngfa 
agents.    Effect  most  be  given  to  this  intent. 
Order  vacated. 


STJPKEME  COURT. 


Thb  Jebomb  Cokpany  agt.  Loeb  &  Co.,  and  Lbofold  Haas. 

E.  N.  Welch  MANUFAcruEiNO  Company  agt  Loeb  &  Co.,  and 

Leopold  Haas. 

Ii^ncUon^undm'  aedum  604  of  tKa  (Me  of  OMl  Procddun—v^en  wU 

noi  be  ffratUed. 

Where  the  action  was  to  recover  damages  for  false  representations,  made 
by  the  defendants,  except  H. ,  by  which  plaintiffs  parted  with  a  lai^ge 
amount  of  goods,  and  while  Judgment  is  asked  against  the  defendants, 
other  than  H.,  for  the  amount  so  lost,  the  suit  is  against  H.  to  restrain 
him  from  parting  with,  or  disposing  of,  goods  assigned  to  him,  pending 
the  action : 

Eeld,  that  under  a  proper  construction  of  section  604,  subdivision  3,  an 
injunction  should  not  be  granted. 

At  ChomJbeTB^  November^  1880. 

The  Jerome  Company  and  the  E.  N.  Welch  Manufacturing 
Company,  both  Connecticut  corporations,  doing  business  in 
this  city,  brought  suits  in  the  supreme  court  against  the  firm 
of  Loeb  &  Co.  and  >pold  Haas,  to  recover  from  Loeb  & 
Co.  for  goods  sold,  and  for  damages  for  false  representations, 
and  to  restrain  the  defendant  Haas,  pending  the  action,  from 
disposing  of  goods  belonging  to  Loeb  &  Co.,  removed  by  him 
from  their  branch  house  at  Toronto,  Canada,  under  power  of 
attorney,  from  Loeb  &  Co.,  when  the  firm  was  financially 
embarrassed.  The  case  was  before  judge  Donohua  in  supreme 
court,  chambers,  upon  a  motion  on  behalf  of  defendant  Haas 
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to  disBolve  a'prel|minary  injunction.    The  motion  was  granted, 
the  conrt  giving  the  following  opinion : 

Frederic  B,  Jewnmga^  for  plaintiffs. 

Bicha/rd  S.  Newcombe^  for  defendant  Haas. 

DoNOHTTB,  e/.  —  This  action  is  to  recover  damages  for  false 
representations  made  by  the  defendants,  except  Haas,  by 
which  plaintiffs  parted  with  a  large  amount  of  goods;  and 
while  judgment  is  asked  against  the  defendants,  other  than 
Haas,  for  the  amount  so  lost,  the  suit  is  against  Haas  to 
restrain  him  from  parting  with  or  disposing  of  goods. assigned 
to  him  pending  the  action.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  section 
604,  subdivision  2,  of  the  Code,  provides  that  remedy.  There 
is  no  doubt,  in  its  unlimited  construction,  that  subdivision 
will  bear  that  interpretation ;  but  taking  the  law  as  it  stood, 
which  in  the  Code  was  simply  codified,  the  sense  of  the  whole 
section,  including  the  subdivision,  is  clear.  There  were  two 
classes  of  cases  provided  for ;  first,  one  for  the  disposition  of 
the  goods,  the  equitable  title  to  which  was  in  contest,  and, 
second,  the  general  power  of  the  court  to  restrain  a  judgment 
debtor  from  putting  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  court  to  reach 
his  property  were  he  not  enjoined.  A  construction  that 
would  give  the  present  plaintiff,  before  judgment,  the  injunc- 
tion sought  to  be  continued  could  be  invoked  in  a  replevin 
suit,  and  thus  a  plaintiff,  without  giving  more  security  than 
$250  on  an  injunction,  would  tie  up  all  a  defendant's  property 
which  plaintiff  might  claim,  and  make  the  defendants  its 
forced  custodian  pending  a  suit.  In  a  libel  suit,  or  a  suit 
for  slander  or  assault  and* battery,  or  any  suit  sounding  in 
damages,  the  same  result  would  follow.  It  may  be  said  that 
while  this  action  sounds  in  damages  it  is  really  upon  contract 
This  does  not  help  the  matter.  The  plaintiff  must  sustain 
the  fraud  or  fail ;  and  he  asks  to  restrain  the  disposal  of  all 
defendant's  property  pending  that  issue.    It  would  be  useless 
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to  reason  out  the  result  of  snch  a  course.    Any  person  can 
see  what  consequences  would  follow.    I  do  not  wish  to  be 
understood  as  saying  that  if  the  action  had  been  on  c<mtraet 
simply  the  same  result  would  not  be  reached. 
Motion  granted. 


8UPKEME  COUET. 


Fehdinakd  Matieb  agt  Hknbt  Y.  Bothschild. 

ArrttA —  SUpuloiiion  en  vaeaHng  order  qf,  notta  wefarfdUe  impruanmenL 

The  court,  in  granting  a  discharge  from  arrest  when  the  arrest  was  made 
upon  an  execution  issued  without  authority  of  law,  has  no  power  to 
impose  a  condition  that  the  party  thus  discharged  from  an  unlawful 
arrest  shall  not  bring  an  action  to  recover  his  damages  for  snch  unlaw- 
ful imprisonment. 

The  irresistible  effect  of  such  a  rule  would  be  to  compel  a  party  to  sur- 
render one  right  to  obtain  another  right  to  which  he  was  entitled 
absolutely. 

At  Chambers,  Ncnyefmher,  1880. 

This  is  a  motion  by  plaintiff  to  insert,  in  an  order  previously 
granted  vacating  an  order  of  arrest  against  defendant,  a  clause 
compelling  defendant  to  stipulate  not  to  prosecute  the  plain- 
tiff for  false  imprisonment. 

Exyjudge  Cardazo  and  R.  S.  Nevooambej  for  plaintiff. 

BhimenMeil  dk  Hvrsch,  for  defendant. 

PoTTEB,  J. —  A  motion  that  the  order  discharging  plaintiffs 
from  arrest  upon  an  execution  against  his  body  be  amended 
and  made  conditional  that  he  stipulate  not  to  prosecute  for 
false  imprisonment. 
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The  order  difichai^ging  from  arrest  was  made  withont  notice 
of  settlement.  The  question  will,  therefore,  be  considered  as 
arising  npon  application  to  settle  the  order. 

The  ground  npon  which  the  discharge  was  granted  was,  that 
the  defendant  in  this  action  had  no  right  to  arrest  the  plain- 
tiff. The  plaintiff  in  this  action  was  the  defendant  in  the 
action  in  which  the  arrest  was  made.  Has  the  court,  in  grant- 
ing a  discharge  from  arrest  when  the  arrest  was  made  upon  an 
execution  issued  without  authority  of  law,  power  to  impose  a 
condition  that  the  party  thus  discharged  from  an  unlawful 
arrest  shall  not  bring  an  action  to  recover  his  damages  for 
such  unlawful  imprisonment }  The  irresistible  effect  of  such 
a  rule  would  be  to  compel  a  party  to  surrender  one  right  to 
obtain  another  right  which  he  was  entitled  to  absolutely. 

The  court  would  thus,  instead  of  meting  out  simple  and 
exact  justice  between  parties,  be  engaged  in  making  contracts 
for  parties  where  one  of  the  parties  is  under  duress  and  his 
consent  is  enforced.  It  seems  to  me  the  court  should  not 
compel  parties  to  make  a  contract  under  circumstances  which, 
if  made  by  the  parties  themselves,  the  court  would  not  enforce. 
Such  a  condition  may  well  be  imposed  where  the  court  is 
satisfied  the  arrest  is  without  justice  and  upon  probable  cause, 
such  as  conflicting  affidavits  in  regard  to  the  right  to  arrest, 
and  upon  which  a  judge  has  exercised  judicial  discretion  and 
granted  an  order  of  arrest,  or  some  informality  or  defect  in 
stating  a  case  where  the  right  to  arrest  exists  ( Wilder  agt 
Giiemsey^  wireported  case  m  court  qf  ajpfpealsj  19th  vol,  CUy 
Lcm  Jawmdl^  401 ;  The  N.  R.  Co.  agt.  Ca/rpefUer^  4  Abb. 
Pr.  R.y  53).  But  where  the  arrest  was  upon  final  process, 
and  entirely  without  the  authority  of  law,  I  think  the  court 
should  not,  if  it  has  the  power,  impose  any  condition  whatso- 
ever {Pulen  agt  Harrisy  62  N.  Y.j  77 ;  Wilder  agt.  Onemsey^ 
eupra ;  Bank  qf  N.  Y.  agt.  TirJcenSj  18  John8.y  809). 

Motion  to  resettle  order  by  the  insertion  of  a  condition  not 
to  prosecute  for  false  imprisonment  denied. 


S12  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  RBPOBTS. 


Shepard  agt  Wriglit. 


STTPREME  COURT. 
GhuBTATUs  Shepasd  agt.  Reuben  G.  Wbi0BT. 

Action  upon  a  foreign  judgment — When  it  leiU  Ue, 

The  courts  of  this  state  recognize  foreign  Judgments  as  binding  heie 
when  the  record  shows  that  the  courts  rendering  a  judgment  had 
Jurisdiction  of  the  subject  and  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  give 
full  credit  to  such  judgments  by  refusing  to  retry  the  matters  when 
once  determined  in  an  action  where  the  foreign  courts  had  acquired 
Jurisdiction. 

But  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  a  sister  state  has  no  binding  effect  in 
this  state,  unless  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and 
of  the  person  of  the  party  sought  to  be  affected  thereby,  and  the  want 
of  jurisdiction  renders  the  Judgment  a  mere  nullity  here. 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  served  with  a  copy  of  the  l»n 
of  complaint  in  the  action  in  the  Canada  court,  at  the  village  of  West- 
field,  in  the  county  of  Chautauqua,  in  the  state  of  New  York,  the  place 
of  defendant's  residence,  where  the  service  was  nuide: 

EM,  that  such  service  did  not  give  the  court  Jurisdiction  of  the  person 
of  the  defendant  No  sovereignty  can  extend  its  powers  beyond  its 
own  territorial  limits  to  subject  either  person  or  property  to  its  judicial 
decision.  Every  exercise  of  authority  of  this  sort  beyond  this  limit  is  a 
nullity. 

A  citizen  of  one  state  or  country  cannot  be  compelled  to  go  into  another 
state  or  country  to  litigate  a  civil  action  by  means  of  process  served  in 
his  own  state  or  country.  And  a  Judgment  obtained  upon  such  service, 
where  no  appearance  is  made  by  the  person  so  served,  can  impose  no 
personal  liability  which  will  be  recognized  beyond  the  state  in  which 
the  action  originated. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  defendant  was  a  citisen  of  Canada,  although  resid- 
ing in  the  state  of  New  York  at  the  time  of  the  service  upon  him  of  the 
bill  of  complaint,  and  that  the  Canada  court  had  Jurisdiction  over  his 
person  wheresoever  he  was  served : 

Held,  that  if  the  fact  was  as  is  claimed,  as  a  resident  of  New  York,  a 
Judgment,  to  be  enforced  against  him  personaUy  elsewhere  than  in  the 
country  where  it  was  obtained,  cannot  be  sopported  by  such  a  service. 

Special  Term  Junej  1880. 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  npon  a 
judgment  rendered  by  the  court  of  chancery  for  Ontario,  in 
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the  Dominion  of  Canada,  a  court  having  general  jurisdiction, 
and  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  determined  by 
the  judgment. 

The  def  endanty  by  his  answer,  denies  the  allegation  of  the 
complaint  that  he  voluntarily  or  duly  appeared  in  the  action, 
and  alleges  that  the  court  in  Canada  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
render  any  judgment  whatever  against  him  for  the  reason 
that  no  bill  of  complaint,  or  process  of  any  kind  whatever, 
was  ever  served  upon  him  within  the  province  or  Dominion 
of  Canada ;  and  for  the  further  reason  that  he  never  appeared, 
either  in  person  or  by  attorney,  in  the  action.  / 

By  the  judgment-roll  received  in  evidence,  it  appears  that 
the  defendant  was  served  with  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  complaint 
in  the  action  in  the  Canada  court,  at  the  village  of .  Westiield, 
in  the  county  of  Chautauqua,  in  the  state  of  New  York,  the 
place  of  defendant's  residence  when  the  service  was  made. 

The  record  shows  that  the  defendant  did  not  appear  in  the 
action,  and  that  the  bill  was  taken  pro  confeaao  for  want  of 
an  appearance. 

Oeo.  TT.  CoUeriUy  for  plaintiff. 

Luiher  jR,  MaT%\  for  defendant. 

Van  Vokst,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  relies  exclusively  upon  the 
Canada  judgment  as  a  ground  for  a  recovery  in  this  action, 
no  proof  having  been  given  of  the  original  cause  of  action 
upon  which  the  suit  in  Canada  was  brought.  But  it  has  been 
repeatedly  adjudicated  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  a 
sister  state  even  has  no  binding  effect  in  this  state,  unless  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  person 
of  the  party  sought  to  be  affected  thereby,  and  that  the  want 
of  jurisdiction  renders  the  judgment  a  mere  nullity  here 
(Kerr  agt  Kerr,  41  N.  F.,  272,  275). 

In  Starbuok  agt.  Mwrray  (5  Wend.^  148,  168)  Mabot,  J., 
says :  "  If  the  defendant  had  not  proper  notice  of,  and  did 
Vol.  LIX        65 


614  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Sbepard  agt  Wright 

not  appear  to  the  original  action,  all  the  etate  coortB,  with  one 
exception,  agree  in  the  opinion  that  the  paper  introduced  fus 
to  him  is  no  record"  (Hhumway  agt.  Stillmanj  ^Covoerij  272; 
Borden  agt.  jFitch^  15  Johns,y  121;  NoyeB  agt.  ButleTj  fi 
Barb.,  613 ;  Bradshom  agt  Heath,  13  Wend.,  407). 

And  the  record  itself,  if  it  contained  an  nntme  statement 
with  regard  to  the  service  of  process  npon  the  defendant,  or 
^  to  his  appearance,  can  be  contradicted  when  offered  in 
.evidence.  The  record  is  not  conclusive  as  to  a  recital  of 
jurisdictional  facts,  and  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  shoF 
want  of  jurisdiction  although  the  record  avers  the  contnuy 
{Nvyee  agt.  Butler^  mpra  /  CfUman  agt.  Gilman,  126  Maes. 
.  B.,  646). 

But  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  uiges  that  the 
service  upon  the  defendant,  at  Chautauqua  county,  of  a  copy 
of  the  bill  of  complaint,  under  the  laws  of  Canada,  gave  th£ 
court  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant.  I  cannot 
agree  with  him  in  such  contention. 

No  sovereignty  can  extend  its  powers  beyond  its  own  terri- 
torial limits  to  subject  either  person  or  property  to  its  judicial 
decision.  Every  exercise  of  authority  of  this  sort,  beyond  this 
.limit  is  a  nullity  {Story  on  Conflict  of  the  Laws,  see,  539). 

The  jurisdiction  of  state  courts  is  limited  by  state  lin^ 
(Ew^  agt.  Coffin,  1  Cvshing  R.,  23). 

This  last  case  states  that  ^'  upon  principle  it  is  difficult  to 
see  how  an  order  of  a  court,  served  upon  a  party  out  of  the 
state  in  which  it  is  issued,  can  have  any  greater  effect  than 
knowledge  brought  home  to  the  party  in  any  other  way." 

A  citizen  of  one  state  or  country  cannot  be  compeUed  to  go 
into  another  state  or  country  to  litigate  a  civil  action  by  means 
of  process  served  in  his  own  state  or  coxmtry.  And  a  judg- 
ment obtained  upon  such  service,  where  no  appearance  is 
made  by  the  person  so  served,  can  impose  no  personal  liability 
which  will  be  recognized  beyond  the  state  in  which  the  action 
originated  {Freenum  on  Judgments,  sees.  564,  567). 

In  Hdhnes  agt.  Holmes  (4  Lams.,  392),  it  is  held  that  in 


KBW  YORK  PRACTICE  RBPORTa  51ft 

Bhepaid  agt.  Wright 

order  that  the  court  have  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the 
defendant,  it  is  necessary  that  the  defendant  be  served  with 
the  process  of  the  court,  or  voluntarily  appear  in  the  action, 
and  ^^  that  such  service  of  process  can  only  be  made  within  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  court"  {Dimn  agt.  Durm^  4 
Padge^  425 ;  EaopoMris  Oreen  agt.  Onondaga  Com.  Plea%^  10 
Wend,^  592 ;  Fdger  agt.  CclwrJbia  Ins.  Co.y  99  Mom.^  267). 

The  plaintiff  claims,  however,  that  the  defendant  was  a  citi- 
zen of  Canada,  although  residing  in  the  state  of  New  York 
at  the  time  of  the  service  upon  him  of  the  bill  of  complaint, 
and  that  the  Canada  court  had  jurisdiction  over  his  person, 
wheresoever  he  was  served.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he  was 
other  than  a  citizen  of  the  country  of  his  residence.  But  if 
the  fact  was  as  it  is  claimed,  as  a  resident  of  New  York,  a 
judgment  to  be  enforced  against  him  personally  elsewhere 
than  in  the  country  where  it  was  obtained,  cannot  be  supported 
by  such  a  service  {Story's  OonJKct  of  the  Laws,  sec.,  640). 

I  have  carefully  considered  all  the  authorities  cited  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  cannot  find  that  they 
announce  a  doctrine  or  practice  in  opposition  to  that  above 
stated. 

The  comity  due  to  the  courts  of  other  countries  is  urged  as 
a  ground  for  a  recovery  here  upon  this  judgment. 

The  courts  of  this  state  do  recognize  foreign  judgments  as 
binding  here,  when  the  record  shows  that  the  courts  rendering 
a  judgment  had  jurisdiction. of  the  subject  and  of  the  person 
of  the  defendant,  and  give  full  credit  to  such  judgments  by 
refusing  to  retry  the  matters  when  once  determined  in  an  action 
where  the  foreign  courts  had  acquired  such  jurisdiction. 

We  go  no  further  with  respect  to  judgments  of  a  sister  state. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  plaintiff  has  established  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendant,  and  the  complaint  should  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 
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IN  ISO  HUN^  AND  77  AND  78  N.  T.   BSPOBTS. 


Attention  is  called  to  the  two  addltionftl  headings  **  Ck>Dn  of  Fboctdubb  **  and  '*  Cooi 
OF  CnriL  Pbocbdubb,"  under  which  (for  the  oonvenlenoe  of  the  raadaiO  will  be  found 
ooUaced  dedBions  bearing  apon  the  yarioos  proyldone  of  both  Codes. 


ABATEMENT  AND  KSYIVAL. 

1.  Under  the  proyifiion  of  section  19 
of  the  general  insurance  act  of  1849 
{chap,  808,  Bee.  19,  LatiM  nf  1849), 
making  the  "corporators"  of  a 
stock  oompany  organized  under 
the  act  "jointly  and  severally 
liable  until  the  whole  amount  of 
the  capital  rcAmA  by  the  company 
shall  have  been  paid  in  and  a  cer- 
tificate thereof  recorded/'  where  a 
coiporator  is  liable  the  cause  of 
action  surviyes  upon  his  death. 
{fjhim  agt  Liyrd,  77  if.  F.,  1.) 

0.  TheproTisionof  theCodeofOiyil 
Procedure  (100. 768),  providing  that 
the  estate  of  one  Jointly  liable  with 
others  shall  not  be  discharged  by 
his  death,  does  not  affect  contracts 
entered  into  before  its  passage. 
The  provision  is  not  merely  reme- 
dial, as  it  imposes,  in  some  cases, 
an  obligation  where  none  existed 
before.  (BandaU  agt.  Saeketi,  77 
N  T.,  480.) 

t.  Where,  therefore,  after  action 
brought  against  two  sureties  upon 
a  Joint  undertaking  given  upon 
appeal  prior  to  the  passage  of  said 
Code,  one  of  the  defendants  died, 
heid,  that  his  liability  ceased  upon 
his  death;  and  that  a  motion  to 
revive  the  action  against  his  exe- 


cutors, and  to  substitute  them  as 
defendants,  made  after  said  CkMle 
went  into  effect,  was  properly 
denied.    (Id.) 


ACTION  BY  THE  STATE. 

iSB6  CoUNTBRrOLADC 

The  People  t^Deniean,  anU^  157. 


ACCOMMODATION  INIK>RSSR. 

1.  If  an  acconmiodation  maker  or 
indorser  has  no  interest  in  the  way 
in  which  the  proceeds  of  the  note 
are  to  be  used,  it  is  no  defense  to 
him  that  he  was  told  the  note  was 
to  be  discounted  by  a  bank,thou|^ 

'  it  was  in  fact  used  and  intended 
to  be  used  in  paying  an  antecedent 
debt  (Wheeler  agt  AU&n,  ante, 
118.) 

ACCOUNTING. 

See  Tbnantb  m  Common. 

Wright  agt  Wright,  ante,  176. 


ACTION. 

1 1.  In  an  action  brought  to  prevent 
an  interference  by  the  defendant 
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with  the  pUdntiiEB'  alleged  right 
to  use  a  Toad  or  way  across  the 
premises  of  the  defendant,  and  to 
compel  the  defendant  to  remove 
obstructions  placed  by  him  upon 
said  way  to  prevent  its  use  by  the 
plaintiffs  : 

BM,  that,  as  plaintiffs'  damages 
by  reason  of  being  denrived  of  the 
use  of  the  way  would  be  difficult 
of  estimation  in  dollars  and  cents, 
and  as  the  claimed  rifht  to  its  nse 
by  the  one  party  and  its  denial  by 
the  other  will  be  productive  of 
many  actions,  unless  settled  by  this 
suit,  upon  these  two  well-under- 
stood ^unds  of  equitable  relief, 
as  well  as  that  of  the  affirmative 
relief  souffht,  that  the  defendant 
be  compelled  to  remove  a  cause  of 
(Continuing  injury,  the  action  is 
maintainable,  provided  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  use  the  road  as 
they  insist  that  they  are.  (I/mgm^ 
dpke  agt.  Anderaon,  ante,  1.) 


ADMISSIONS  AND  DECLARA- 
TIONS. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  for  an 
assault  and  battery  a  witness  was 
allowed,  against  the  defendant's 
objection  and  exception,  to  testify 
that  the  defendant,  upon  a  former 
trial  of  the  action,  in  opening  the 
case  to  the  Jury  in  his  own  behalf, 
stated,  in  reference  to  the  affray, 
that  he  knew  he  had  made  him- 
self liable. 

HM,  no  error.    {Kif  agt  F(m- 
mam,  20  Hun,  128.) 

3.  Having  established  a  conspiracy, 

Sroof  of  the  acts,  admissions  and 
eclarations  of  any  one  of  the  con- 
spirators in  pursuanoe  and  further- 
ance of  the  criminal  enterprise, 
and  in  reference  thereto,  is  com- 
petent But  the  statement  of  one 
of  them  as  to  a  past  transaction 
accompanying  no  act  done  in  f  ur- 
^eranoe  of,  or  in  connection  with 
such  enterprise,  is  not  competent 
against  the  others.  (iV.  F.  Ovar, 
and  Ind,  €k,  agt.  €fUawn,  78  N. 
r.,  601) 


8.  Aocoidinffly  hdd,  error;  where 
the  wife  of  one  of  the  alleged  con- 
spirators was  allowed  to  testlfr  to 
statements  made  to  her  by  mm 
as  to  acts  done  by  the  parties 
implicated.    {Id.) 

4.  Statements  of  a  defendant,  perti- 
nent to  the  iMues,  are  competent 
evidence  against  him  of  the  facts 
stated ;  but  such  statements  are 
not  competent  to  discredit  the 
statements  of  a  witness  for  the 
defendants.    (Id.) 


ADVICE  OF  COUNSEL. 

1.  When,  in  an  action  for  malicious 
prosecution,  defendant  may  show 
the  advice  given  to  him  by  his 
attorney.  (TWiwr  agt  DimMgar, 
20  Hun,  4«6.) 


AFFIDAVITS. 

1.  Upon  disputed  facts,  and  especi- 
ally such  an  one  as  the  existence 
of  an  agreement  as  to  the  mode  of 
use  of  a  party  wall  for  all  time, 
the  only  evidence  thereof  being 
acts  of  parties,  the  court  will  not 
decide  on  ae  parte  affidavits.  {8t, 
John  agt  Bwseney,  ante,  175.) 

2.  To  Justify  an  order  to  examine  a 
defendant  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to 
frame  his  pleading,  the  affidavit 
must  make  disclosure  of  what  in- 
duced plaintiff  to  proceed;  and  Uie 
framing  of  a  general  averment 
is  not  sufficient  (Bimmone  agt 
VandarbOt,  ante,  411.) 

/Sw  Arbbst. 

Netzet  agt.  Mulfard,  ante,  452. 

8.  Where,  in  an  affidavit  upon 
which  an  order  of  arrest  is  grant- 
ed, the  facts  are  stated  posiUvely, 
not  on  information  and  belief,  are 
not  denied  or  disputed  by  defend- 
ant when  opportunity  is  afforded* 
and  the  facts  alleged  are  not  such 
that  the  affiant  oould  not  by  anv 
possibility  have  sufficient  idoowl- 
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'  edge  of  to  verify,  an  appellate 
'•  court,  sitting  in  review  of  the 
« .  order,  may  take  the  facts  as  stated. 
'  {Pkr9on  agt.  Fneman,  77  N.  T., 
c    589.) 

4.  Where  facts  are  thus  positively 

■  affirmed,  the  affiant  is  not  required 

to  state  the  source  of  his  knowledge 

•  or  his  means  of  information:  this 
is  necessary  only  where  the  facts 
are  stated  on  intormation  and  be- 
lief.   (M,) 


AGREEMENT. 

1.  Defendant  being  indebted  to  plain- 
tiffs in  the  sum  of  $956.28,  one  A. 

'*  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  a  plot  of 

.    ground  *'  as  collateral  security  for 

.  said  indebtedness."  On  the  dav 
of  the  conveyance  the  plaintiffs 
signed  a  written  memorandum 
which  recited: "  Whereas,  George 
W.  Fletcher  is  indebted  to  us  m 
the  sum  of  $956.28,  and  is  at  pres- 

'  ent  unable  to  pay  the  same;  and, 
whereas,  we  have  agreed  to  give 

.  Fletcher  time  to  pay  the  same, 
not  exceeding  thirty-eight  months 

.  from  the  date  thereof,  and  that  we 
win  accept  monthly  payments  of 
not  less  than  twenty-five  dollars  a 
month  to  be  paid  on  the  first  of 
each  and  everv  month  until  the 

>  whole  amount  be  paid,  with  inter 
est  thereon  from  July  1,  1876; 
and,  also,  the  giving  of  the  deed 
by  A.  as  collateral  security  for  the 
indebtedness  as  before  mentioned, 
and  then  obligated  the  plaintiffs 
to  reconvey  flie  property  con- 
veyed, when  the  debt  due  from 
Fletcher  was  "  paid  in  accordance 
to  the  terms  of  the  above  agree- 
ment:'* 

Hdd,  that  no  part  of  the  debt 
became  due  before  the  expiration 

.  of  thirty-eight  months.  (FoaM 
agt  Fletcher,  anie,  88.) 


tt 


%,  A  promise  on  the  one  side  to  ac- 
cept, and  on  the  other  to  pav,  a 
fiven  sum  in  composition  of  a 
ebt  in  installments,  is  a  single 
agreement  to  pay  a  specified  sum 


in  installments,  and  upon  a  failure 
to  make  one  payment  the  whole 
contract  is  broken  by  the  debtor, 
and  the  creditor  can  again  enforce 
the  original  debt,    (la.) 

3.  But  where,  as  in  this  case,  time 
is  given  for  the  whole  debt,  and 
there  is  no  promise  to  pav  in  in- 
stallments, but  only  a  declaration 
by  the  plaintiffs  that  they  will 
accept  monthly  payments  if  the 
defendant  sees  fit  to  make  them, 
until  the  defendant  fails  to  pay 
according  to  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  the  plaintiffs  have  no 
cause  of  action  which  they  can 
enforce.    (Id,) 


ALIMONY. 

1.  Alimony  and  counsel  fee  will  be 
granted  to  the  wife  in  an  action 
against  her  husband  for  divorce 
to  annul  the  marriage  on  the 
eround  of  his  physical  mcapacity. 
{AUen  agt.  AUen,  cmte,,%7.) 

2.  The  case  of  BarOeU  agt.  BarMi 
{Clark*$  Ohy.  JSepe,,  p.  460)  not 
followed.    {Id) 

3.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  wife  to 
have  the  marriage  annulled  for  the 
alleged  impotency  of  the  husband, 
the  court  is  not  authorized  to  make 
an  order  against  the  husband  for 
alimony  to.  the  wife,  pendente  Ute, 
or  to  provide  funds  to  defray  the 
expenses  of  the  suit  This  is  ad- 
verse to  Allen  agt  AUen  (ante^  p. 
27).  (Bloodgood  agt.  Bloodgood, 
ante,  42.) 

4.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  as  to  requiring  the  hus- 
band to  pay  sums  necessary*  to 
carry  on  the  suit  during  its  pend- 
ency, are  restricted  to  cases  where 
the  wife  admits  the  existence  of  a 
valid  marriage  and  seeks  a  divorce 
or  separation  for  subsequent  mis- 
conduct of  the  husband.    (Jd,) 

5.  Where  the  husband  is  plaintiff 
and  seeks  to  annul  the  marriage. 
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but  the  wife  afflnns  ita  yalidity, 
she  is  entitled  to  alimony  and  coun- 
sel fees.    {Id.) 

0.  Where  the  husband  has  stipulated 
to  pay  half  the  referee's  fees,  such 
stipulation  will  be  enforced.    {Id, ) 

7.  Where  a  decree  of  diyoroe  has 
been  obtained  by  a  wife  against 
her  husband  and  an  allowance  of 
alimony  has  been  made  for  her 
support  and  "for  the  support 
and  maintenance"  of  her  three 
children : 

Held,  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended that  the  allowance  to  the 
wife  should  be  unchanged,  but 
that  the  proyision  for  the  support 
of  the  children  might  be  altered 
as  their  circumstances  changed. 
{Kerr  agt.  Kerr,  ante,  255.) 


AMENDED  PLEADINGS. 

1.  Where,    after    issue    has    been 

Joined  in  an  action,  and  the  same 
las  been  regularly  noticed  for 
trial  at  a  circuit,  by  the  defend- 
ant, the  plaintiff  in  good  faith 
and  within  the  time  ulowed  by 
law  seryes  an  amended  complaint, 
the  issue  theretofore  Joined  and 
noticed  for  trial  is  destroyed,  and 
the  action  cannot  be  tried  until 
new  issues  haye  been  Joined  and 
regularly  noticed  for  trial.  {Ostrar^ 
der  agt  Ckmkey,  20  Hun,  421.) 

2.  When  the  amended  pleading  is 
seryed  in  bad  faith,  the  remedy 
of  the  party  aggrieyed  is  by  mo- 
tion to  strike  it  out    (Jd) 


AMENDMENT. 

1.  A  referee  has  the  same  power  to 
allow  amendments  to  any  pleading 
as  the  court,  upon  such  trial,  upon 
the  same  terms  and  with  like  effect, 
and  the  matter  being  properly  at 
his  disposal,  his  action  will  not  be 
reyiewed  by  a  Judge  at  chambers. 
{Oreg<m  Steamship  Company  agt 
Otis,  ante,  254.) 


2.  The  power  to  amend  the  prooen 

Siyen  by  sections  048  and  054  of 
le  United  States  Reyised  Statutes 
is  power  to  amend  a  want  of  form 
in  process,  but  does  not  sppjy  to 
a  summons  in  this  form.  There 
must  first  be  a  process  to  be  amend- 
ed; and  a  summons  issued  in  this 
manner  is  no  process.  {Dmghi 
agt  Merriit,  ante,  820.) 

See  JusncEs'  Coubt. 

Snyder  agt.  Schram,  ante,  404. 

8.  Action  injustice's  court — what 
amendments  not  allowed  after 
isBue  Joined,  and  in  the  absence 
of  the  defendant  {See  Qitmar$ 
agt.  Ba/meU,  20  Hun,  514.) 

4.  Undertaking  giyen  on  procuving 
order  of  arrest — x>ower  of  court 
to  allow  an  amendment  of  defects 
therein.  {See  Irwin  agt.  Jvdd,  20 
Hun,  562.) 

6,  Of  answw  on  trial,  when  proper. 
{See  K.  L.  Ins.  €h,  agt.  Nelson,  78 
N.  T„  187.) 

6.  Of  complaint,  after  Judgment 
and  satisfaction,  by  adding  new 
cause  of  action,  is  in  the  discretion 
of  thecourt  {SeeHcOehnA  Oent. 
Nat,  Bank,  78  N.  T.,  4Sn.) 


ANSWER 

1.  Denial  of  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint may  be  xnade  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief.  {Brtftkerion  agt 
Doteney,  ante,  206.) 

2.  A  party  has  no  right  to  interpose 
an  unqualified  denial  in  a  yerifl- 
cation  unless  it  be  founded  upon 
personal  knowledge,  and  where  he 
has  not  personal  Knowled^,  but 
has  knowledge  or  information  auf- 
flcient  to  form  a  belief,  he  is  not 
only  permitted  but  bound,  at  his 
peril,  to  deny  i^xm  information 
and  beUef.    {Id,) 

8.  Where  the  answer  denies  haying 
any  knowledge  or  information 
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flufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  any 
or  all  the  allegations  in  the  com- 

Slaint  contained  and»  therefore, 
enies  the  same,  except  as  herein- 
after specifically  admitted,  the 
facts  which  were  specifically  ad- 
mitted having  been  demurred  to, 
on  motion  for  judgment  on  this 
general  denial: 

Meld,  that  the.  denial  in  the 
answer  is  good.  The  form  of 
pleading  is  one  well  known  to  the 
profession  and  has  been  sanctioned 
for  years.  (fimUh  agt.  Qraiz  et  aJL, 
ante,  374.) 


5.  In  a  suit  for  limited  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  cruelty,  where  the 
defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  ali- 
mony, upon  which  he  left  the  state, 
and  upon  the  return  of  precept 
unsatisfied  an  order  nid  was  maae 
that  he  pay  within  five  days  or 
that  his  answer  be  struck  out: 

JSM^  that,  on  proof  of  default, 
the  court  had  power  to  make  an 
order  striking  out  the  defendant's 
answer,  which  contained  a  eeneral 
denial,  and  to  direct  a  reference 
to  take  proof  as  if  no  answer  had 
beensenred.  (WaUur^fi^WaXker, 
ante,  476.) 


APPEAL. 

1.  An  order  setting  aside  and  vacat- 
ing an  attachment  is  not  reviewa* 
ble  in  the  court  of  appeals.  {Olofiin 
€t  al,  agt  Baere,  ante,  20.) 

8.  \  stay  of  proceedings  will  be 
grantea  to  enable  a  party  to  re- 
view an  order  denying  an  applica- 
tion to  make  a  pl«wling  more 
definite  and  certain.  (Brinherhoff 
agt  P»rry,  ante,  165.) 

t.  Where,  in  respect  to  the  original 
pleading,  the  general  term  enter- 
tained an  appeal  from  an  order  of 
special  term  denying  an  applica- 
tion to  compel  plainfifl  to  amend 

Vol.  LIX        66 


by  making  more  definite  and  cer« 
tain,  and  ordered  that  the  com- 
plaint be  so  amended : 

ffeld^  the  presumption  is  that 
such  appeal  was  properly  enter- 
tained and  that  the  general  term 
will  entertain  a  second  appeal  in 
the  same  case.    (Id.) 

4.  The  court  of  appeals  have  no 
Jurisdiction  to  review  an  order 
vacating  an  order  of  arrest  or 
commitment  where  it  appears 
from  the  order  that  the  same  was 
made  "  upon  due  consideration  of 
the  proofs  in  the  matter  and  the 
affidavits  upon  which  the  warrant 
was  grantea."  (In  re  NebenuM, 
ante,  192.) 

5.  The  court  of  appeals  will  not  look 
into  the  opinions  to  find  matter 
there  differing  from  that  in  the 
order,  unless  the  language  of  the 
order  is  ambiguous  and  needs  aid 
for  an  understanding  upon  which 
it  went  (See  3,  0,,  57  How.,  828). 
(Id,) 

6.  There  can  be  no  appeal  from  an 
order  of  the  marine  court  granting 
a  new  trial  without  the  stipulation 
required  by  the  act  of  1874.  Nor 
have  the  provisions  of  chapter  470 
of  the  Laws  of  1875  abrogated  or 
repealed  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1874.  (People  ex  rd,  ScUke  agt 
TaleoU,  ante,  269.) 

7.  The  absence  of  the  stipulation 
and  the  appeal  from  the  order  as- 
suBiing  the  appeal  was  regular 
under  the  act  of  1675,  took  the 
case  out  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1874  and  left  the  court  of 
common  pleas  to  the  exercise  of 
the  discretion  vested  in  that  court 
in  such  cases  bv  subdivision  2  of 
section  48  of  chapter  479  of  the 
Laws  of  1876,  and  the  exercise  of 
that  discretion  is  not  reviewable 
at  a  ^)ecial  term  of  this  court  on 
the  extraordinary  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion.   (Id.) 

8.  The  relator,  if  aggrieved  by  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  of  common 
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pleas  because  of  any  irregularity 
oi  form,  has  a  plain  remedy  by 
application  to  that  tribunal  for  the 
correction  of  the  judgment,  this 
court  should  not  inter^re  by  pro- 
hibition while  so  simple  and  easy 
a  remedy  lies  open  to  the  relator. 
{Id.) 

9.  As  there  was  no  lawful  appeal 
which  could  give  the  court  of 
common  pleas  jurisdiction  under 
the  statute,  the  case  has  remained 
in  legal  contemplation  in  the  ma- 
rine court,  subject  to  the  order  of 
the  general  term  granting  a  new 
trial,  and  this  court  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  fimctions  of  that 
tribunal  in  this  case  by  a  writ  of 
prohibition.    [Id.) 

10.  A  reference  to  assess  damages 
upon  injunction  should  not  be 
granted,  after  appeal  from  the 
judgment  is  perfected,  until  final 
decision  upon  the  appeal.  (Htno- 
ard  et  al.  agt.  Park  et  cU,,  cmU, 
844.) 

11.  Where  jud^ent  absolute  was 
rendered  against  a  defendant  in 
accordance  with  his  stipulation, 
given  on  appeal  from  an  order 
granting  to  plaintifl  a  new  trial, 
and  a  reference  was  ordered  to 
ascertain  the  amount  due  to  the 
plaintiff,  the  referee  repotting  that 
nothing  was  due  to  the.plaintiff, 
but  that  there  was  a  sum  due  to 
the  defendant  on  his  counter- 
claim: 

Held,  that  the  defendant's  right 
to  affirmative  relief  was  lost  by  the 
judgment  rendered  on  his  stipula- 
tion, and  that  he  could  not  enter 
judgment  for  the  amount  found 
due  him  (See  The  People  agt  Beni- 
9on,  ante,  157).  (Buit  agt.  HduaeU^ 
anU,  889.) 

12.  Reversal  of  judgment  on — effect 
of,  on  the  arrest  of  a  defendant 
under  an  order  of  arrest  and  also 
under  an  execution  issued  on  the 
Judgment.  {See  Peo^  ex  reL 
MoioerU  agt.  Bowe,  20  Hun,  85.) 


18.  The  judgment  of  commission- 
ers in  deciding  upon  the  amount 
of  damages  to  be  allowed  under 
section  18,  chapter  140  of  1860, 
cannot  be  reviewed  —  only  legal 
errors  are  reviewable  on  an  ap- 
peal therefrom.  {See  Matter  of 
P.  P,  and  a  L  B.  R  Co,,  20Hun, 
184) 

14.  Who  entitled  to  costs  on  partial 
aflftrmance  of  judgment  in  jus- 
tice's court  by  county  court — 
Code,  section  871.  {See  Ohapm 
agt.  Skeele,  20  Hun,  448.) 

16.  From  the  determination  of  oom- 
missioners  of  highways — fees  of 
referees,  when  a  county  charge — 
section  9  of  chapter  m  of  1847. 
{See  People  eon  rel,  Scott  agt  J^per- 
ffitore,  20  Hun,  196.) 

16.  An  order  denying  a  motion  for 
leave  to  serve  an  amended  com- 
plaint is  not  appealable  to  this 
court.  {Quimiby  agt.  Glafiin,  77 
K  r.,  270.) 

17.  Where,  upon  appeal  from  an 
Order  allowing  to  plaintiff  costs  in 
an  action  against  executors,  upon 
a  claim  against  the  estate,  the 
question  as  to  whether  there  was 
an  offer  to  refer  appears  to  have 
been  one  of  fact,  although  this 
court  has  power  to  pass  upon  the 
question  as  an  ori^nal  one,  the 
general  rule  acted  upon  by  it  is 
to  adopt  the  finding  of  the  court 
below.  {Field  agt.  Field,  77  N,  Y„ 
294.) 

18.  After  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver in  proceedings  by  the  attor- 
ney-^nend  against  an  insolvent 
life  msurance  company,  by  order 
of  the  court  liberty  was  given  to 
certain  policy-holders  to  appear  by 
attorney  in  all  motions  and  pro- 
ceedings therein,  and  it  was  pro- 
vided that  notices  of  all  motions 
and  proceedings  in  court  on  the 
part  of  the  attorney-general,  or  of 
the  receiver,  be  served  upon  the 
attorneys  of  said  policy-holders. 
An  actuary  was  appointed,  who 
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made  his  report;  a  copy  thereof 
with  notice  of  hearing  thereon  was 
served  upon  said  attorneys.  Upon 
the  hearing  said  attorneys  appear- 
ed and  interposed  certain  objec- 
tions and  exceptions  to  the  report : 
the  report  was  confirmed;  the 
policy-holders,  represented  by  said 
attorneys,  appealed  to  the  general 
term  from  tl^ie  order  of  confirma- 
tion, where  the  appeal  was  dismiss- 
ed on  the  ground  that  they  were 
not  parties  to  the  proceedings,  and 
had  no  right  to  appeal,  hdd,  error ; 
that  they  were  made  parties  by 
the  notice  and  appearance,  and 
were  parties  aggrieved  within  the 
meanmg  of  section  1294  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Uh  re 
AUy.'Oen.  agt.  K  Am,  Im.  Co.,  77 
N.  r.,  297.) 

19.  Where,  in  an  action  for  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  adultery,  trial  is 
had  before  a  referee,  and  Judg- 
ment rendered  upon  his  report  in 
favor  of  defendant,  which  is  re- 
versed by  the  general  term  on 
questions  of  fact  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  the  order  of  general  term 
is  appealable  to  this  court,  the 
appellant  giving  the  usual  stipula- 
tion required  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  (««0.  191.)  (C5?7i^wagt 
Conger,  77  JV.  F.,  433.) 

20.  In  such  case,  upon  affirmance  of 
the  order  here,  judgment  absolute 
can  be  renderea  against  the  appel- 
lant up6n  such  stipulation,  as  the 
question  of  adultery  has  been 
tried,  and  the  decision  of  the  gen- 
eral term  and  of  this  court  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  defendant  is  gjailtv; 
the  ludgment  therefore  will  be 
based  upon  evidence  and  upon 
judicial  determinations.    (Id.) 

81.  As  to  whether  the  order  is  ap- 
pealable, where  the  judgment  was 
reversed  for  error  of  law,  not 
inv^ving  the  merits,  quare.    (Id,) 

22,  To  a  complaint  setting  forth  sev- 
eral orders  of  the  surrogate  of  the 
county  of  New  York,  defendant 
demurred,  upon  the  ground  that 


the  complaint  omitted  to  allege 
the  facts  necessary  to  give  the  sur- 
rogate jurisdiction;  the  demurrer 
was  overruled  and  Judgment  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff,  which  was 
affirmed  by  the  general  term. 
On  appeal  to  this  court,  defendant 
askea  leave,  in  case  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed,  to  withdraw 
the  demurrer  and  put  in  an  answer 
ofL  terms: 

Hdd,  that  the  application 
should,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  be  made  to  the  court 
below;  judgment  therefore  af- 
firmed, with  leave  to  make  such 
application.  (Bewmsdk^.  Oould, 
77  N.  r.,  456.) 

28.  An  exception,  as  to  language 
used  in  a  char^,  to  be  avaflabfe, 
must  present  it  in  the  same,  or  in 
equivalent  words  embracing  the 
substance  of  the  charge,  ana  pre- 
senting so  clearly  ana  distinctly 
the  proposition  enunciated  bv  the 
court  tnat  there  can  be  no  doubt 
as  to  what  was  actually  intended. 
(MeOinley  agt.  U,  &  L  Im,  Co., 
77  N,  r.,  495.) 

24.  Where  the  phraseology  of  the  ex- 
ception is  of  doubtful  construction 
so  that  it  is  not  easy  to  determine 
what  is  meant,  or  to  say  that  it 
applies  to  any  distinct  portion  of 
the  charge  as  made,  it  furnishes 
no  ground  for  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment   (Id.) 

25.  The  determination  of  the  su- 
preme court  upon  a  question  of 
vacating  a  judgment  for  a  mere 
irregularity,  bawd  upon  a  rule  of 
practice,  not  a  positive  statute, 
and  where  the  party  complaining 
has  not  been  in  any  way  prelu- 
diced,  is  not  reviewable  in  this 
court  (Moore  agt.  8hat^,  77  N.  T, , 
512.) 

26.  Accordingly  hdd,  that  an  order 
denying  a  motion  to  vacate  a 
judgment  for  deficiency  in  a  fore- 
closure suit,  on  the  ground  that 
the  report  of  the  referee  who  made 
the  sale  was  not  confirmed,  and 
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no  application  for  a  personal  Judg- 
ment a^nst  defendant  made,  was 
not  reviewable  here.    (Jd.) 

27.  An  order  vacating  and  setting 
aside  an  ex  parte  order  discharg- 
ing an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  and  his  sureties,  from 
all  liability  to  the  creditors,  and 
canceling  his  bond,  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  is  not 
reviewable  here.  {In  re  tiorqfaUe, 
77  N.  7.,  514.) 

38.  Buch  an  order  also  is  not  appeal- 
able, because  it  is  not  a  final  order 
within  the  provision  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  (eub.  8,  see.  190), 
regulating  appeals  to  this  court 
(Id,) 

29.  The  auestion  whether  the  mov- 
ing creaitor  has  such  an  interest 
as  authorized  him  to  make  the 
motion  cannot  be  reviewed  on  ap- 
peal from  such  an  order.    (Id.) 

80.  Before  an  action  of  trespass  can 
be  said  to  affect  the  title  to  real 
estate,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
provision  of  the  Code  of  Procedure 
(sec.  U,as  amended  by  chapter  8^3, 
Laws  of  1874),  limiting  appeals  to 
this  court,  the  issues,  tnal  and 
judgment  must  be  such  as  tofle- 
tennine  or  establish  the  title  in 
favor  of  one  party  or  the  other. 
(acuMy  agt  Sanders,  77  iV.  F ,  698.) 

81.  It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
supreme  court  to  grant  or  with- 
hold a  common-law  eertun-aH,  and 
its  discretion  cannot  be  reviewed. 
(People  ex  rel,  Hudson  agt  Mre 
Commissioners,  77  N.  Y.,  606.) 

83.  An  unreasonable  delay  in  apply- 
ing for  the  writ  may  be  a  ground 
for  refusing  it,  and  for  quashing 
it  even  after  a  hearing  on  the 
return  thereto.    (Id,) 

88.  Plea  of  former  suit  pending  in 
action  upon  undertaking  given  on, 
when  not  sustained.  (^  Porter 
agt.  Kingsbury,  77  if.  T,  184.) 


84.  Order  made  by  special  term 
for  examination  of  defendant  to 
enable  plaintiff  to  make  complaint, 
reviewable  here.  (See  HeisKon  agt. 
Kniek.  L  Ins,  Co..  77  K  T.,  2TO.) 

85.  An  order  setting  aside  an  ex 
parte  order  vacating  a  levy  under 
an  attachment,  is  discretiouMy 
and  so  not  app«ilable.  (See  BUu 
agt  Biee  [Mem.],  77  iV:  F.,  810.) 

86.  When  no  material  evidence 
given  under  offer  of  evidence  on 
criminal  trial,  exception  not  avail- 
able. (See  Morris  agt.  Peop(0 
[Mem.],  77  K.  T.,  622.) 

87.  Although  the  granting  or  refusal 
of  a  writ  of  mandamus  is  regarded 
as  discretionary,  as  distinguished 
from  a  writ  of  right,  it  is  not  an 
absolute  or  arbitrary  discretioiL 
but  is  to  be  exercised  inder,  and 
may  be  regulated  and  controlled 
bv  legal  mles ;  and  the  exercise 
01  the  discretion  is  reviewable 
here.  (Poo.  ex  rd.  Oas  Light  Co. 
agt.  Com.  Council  of  Syracuse,  78 
N.  r.,  56.) 

88.  Where  the  writ  is  refused,  and  it 
appears  that  there  is  a  clear  legal 
rieht,  and  that  there  is  no  other 
adequate  remedy,  the  order  of 
judgment  may  l>e  reversed.    (Id.) 

89.  There  is  no  distinction  between 
legal  and  equitable  actions,  or  be> 
tween  actions  tried  by  a  jury  or 
a  court,  in  respect  to  the  avail- 
ability of  exceptions  taken  upon 
the  tnal  upon  admission  of  incom- 
petent evidence ;  in  any  case  an 
error  in  receiving  such  evidence, 
if  properly  excepted  to,  can  only 
be  disregarded  when  it  can  be 
seen  that  it  could  do  no  harm. 
(Foote  agt  Beecher,  78  N.  T.,  155.) 

40.  An  order  of  the  general  term 
granting  a  new  tri^,  in  a  case 
tried  by  a  jury,  where  the  facts 
were  before  the  general  term, 
and  it  had  the  power  to  grant  a 
new  trial  thereon,  is  not  appeal- 
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Able.    {anOHey  agt  OoTimer,  78  N, 
r.,  318.) 

41.  The  opimon  of  the  general  tenn 
caanot  be  looked  to  for  the  reason 
or  grounds  of  its  decision.    (Id,) 

4d.  Upon  appeal  from  such  an  order, 
Md»  that  as  the  practioe  in  such 
cases  had  become  thoroughly  es- 
tablished and  iLnown,  the  order 
should  be  affirmed  in  accordance 
with  the  stipulation  in  the  notice 
of  appeal,  instead  of  the  appeal 
being  dismissed.    (Id.) 

48.  A  trustee  of  a  fiind  for  the  security 
of  an  indebtedness  to  others,  who 
as  such  is  plaintiff  in  an  action  to 
enforce  such  indebtedness,  mar 
appeal  from  a  Judgment  which 
reduces  and  limits  the  number  of 
those  who  are  creditors  upon  the 
fund;  he  is  aggrieved  by  the  Judg- 
ment when  a  real  claim  is  not  addM 
into  the  amount  adjudged  to  be 
due,  and  a  real  claimant  is  shut 
out  by  it  from  a  share  in  the  pro- 
ceeds. (Boekds  agt.  Hatkom,  78  if. 
r.,  222.) 

41  It  ieemi,  that  where  there  is  a 
pressing  need  to  enforce  a  lien  for 
ttie  benefit  of  the  trust,  one  of  sev- 
eral trustees,  as  sole  plaintiff,  may 
bring  an  action  for  that  purpose, 
when  his  associates  will  not  join  ; 
fai  which  case  they  mav  be  made 
defendants.    (New  Code,  uc.  448). 

(ia.)   - 

45.  Where  an  action  is  so  brought, 
the  plaintiff  may  appeal  from  the 
judgment  without  the  consent  of 
his  co-trustees.  The  responsibil- 
ity of  his  position  as  plaintiff  hav- 
ing been  put  upon  him  by  the  re- 
fusal of  his  associates  to  act,  it  is 
with  him  to  take  such  action  in 
the  suit  as  his  Judgment  dictates. 
{Id.) 

46.  The  plaintiff  in  such  an  action 
may,  and  it  is  his  duty  in  a  proper 
case,  to  permit  his  name  to  be  used 
by  tkceshiri  que  tnui,  for  the  review 
of  a  iudgment  fatally  adverse  to 


the  latter;  and  the  court  may  by 
order  permit  such  an  appeal  to  lie 
brought.    (Id.) 

47.  The  tsct  aukt  the  eeetui  que  tnui 
is  a  party  to  the  action,  and  has 
or  may  take  an  appeal  in  his  own 
name,  does  not  take  away  the 
power  in  the  trustee  or  the  comrt; 
It  is  for  the  consideration  of  the 
trustee  and  the  court  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  discretion.    (Id.) 

48.  The  notice  of  entry  of  judgment 
required  to  be  served  (new  Code, 
eec  1851),  in  order  to  limit  the  time 
of  appeal  from  a  judgment  en- 
tered upon  the  report  of  a  referee, 
must  be  one  coming  from  the  pre- 
vailing party;  no  other  pai-ty,  nor 
the  attorney  representing  another 
party,  has  the  right  to  serve  a 
notice  for  the  prevailing  party; 
and  a  notice  so  served  wiU  not,  so 
far  as  he  is  concerned,  set  running 
the  bar  of  the  statute.  (KUmer 
agt.  Hath&m,  78  if.  F.,  228.) 

49.  Two  of  three  trustees  brought 
an  action,  among  other  thines,  to 
determine  the  i^dit^  of  claims 
upon  the  trust  fund,  m  which  ac- 
tion B.,  a  co-trustee,  was  made  a 
party  defendant.  Judgment  was 
entered  upon  the  report  of  a  ref- 
eree against  certain  of  the  de- 
fendants; B.  was  onlv  affected 
thereby  as  trustee.  Notice  of 
Judgment  was  served  by  plaintiff's 
attorney  on  defendants;  no  notice 
thereof  was  served  on  behalf  of  B. 
Within  thirty  days  after  such  serv- 
ice notice  of  appeal,  on  the  part  of 
one  of  the  defendants  aeainst 
whom  the  Iudgment  was  rendered, 
was  served  upon  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney; none  was  served  upon  B. 
Upon  plaintiff's  motion  the  appeal 
was  dismissed: 

BM,  error;  that  service  of  no- 
tice of  appeal  upon  B.  was  not 
required;  and  that  the  notice  of 
appeal  was  good  as  to  the  prevail- 
ing party,  who  served  notice  ofj 
Judgment    (Id.) 

50.  Also,  hMf  that  the  notice  of 
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Judgment  was  insufflcient  to  limit 
the  time  to  appeal,  as  the  of&ce 
address  or  place  of  business  of  the 
attorney  was  not  stated  as  required 
hj  the  rules.  {Suprems  Court  Bule 
2).    {Id.) 

51.  Where  a  surrogate,  in  his  decree 
upon  the  final  accounting  of  an 
executor,  directed  the  payment  hr 
him  to  his  counsd  of  a  sum  statea : 
Held,  that  the  question  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate  to 
make  the  order,  could  be  raised 
by  motion  before  the  surrogate  to 
set  aside  that  portion  of  &e  de- 
cree; and  that  an  appeal  lay  from 
an  order  denying  such  motion. 
{Seaman  agt  whUehAod,  78  if. 
r..  308.) 

62.  A  court' of  equity  maT,  in  its 
discretion,  set  aside  a  sake  made 
under  its  decree,  and  may  order  a 
le-sale,  where  fraud  is  alleged, 
upon  facts  casting  such  a  degree 
of  suspicion  upon  the  fairness  of 
the  sale  as  to  render  it,  in  its  Judg- 
ment, expedient  so  to  do,  slthougn 
the  alleged  fraud  may  not  be 
clearly  established.  {Fi»her  agt. 
Harney,  78  if.  F.,  887.) 

58.  An  order  of  special  term,  set- 
ting aside  a  sale  under  such  cir- 
cumstances is  reviewable  at  gen- 
eral term,  but,  as  a  general  rule, 
where  only  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  action  are  involved,  no 
appeal  lies  to  this  court    (/<2.) 

54.  Q.  having  been  appointed  re- 
ceiver of  an  insolvent  savings 
bank  executed  his  bond  with  0*D. 
as  surety.  Q.  entered  upon  his 
duties,  but  subsequently  by  leave 
of  the  court  resided,  and  a  new 
receiver  was  appointed.  An  order 
of  special  term  was  made  settling 
the  accounts  of  Q.,  as  receiver, 
which  contained  a  clause  author- 
izing O'D.  to  appeal  on  stipulat- 
ing to  be  bound  by  the  decision 
thereon.  O'D.  appealed  to  the 
general  term,  making  the  required 
stipulation,  which  was  accepted 
by  the  opposite  party.    The  ap- 


peal was  heard  without  objection 
to  the  right  of  O'D.  to  appeal; 
the  order  appealed  from  was 
affirmed,  witn  a  direction  tiiat 
O'D.  pay  to  the  new  receiver  the 
amount  of  the  bond. 

HM,  that  O'D.  was  entitled  to 
appeal  to  this  court  {In  rt  Boc^r- 
ihtp  of  Guardian  Savings  Inst.,  78 
N.  T.,  408.) 

65.  The  determination  of  questions, 
relating  solely  to  matters  of  prac^ 
tice  in  the  disposition  by  the  court 
below  of  causes  on  its  own  calen- 
'  dar,  will  not  be  interfered  with  by 
this  court  {KeUum  agt.  Durfoo, 
78  y.  F.,  484) 

56.  A  cause  was  moved  for  trial  at 
circuit;  by  direction  of  the  court 
it  was  placed  on  the  special  term 
calendar.  The  special  term  or- 
dered additional  parties  to  be 
brought  in  as  parties  defendant 
On  appeal  from  such  order  Uie 
general  term  reversed  it  and  di- 
rected the  cause  to  be  placed  on 
the  circuit  calendar  for  trial: 

Held,  that  the  general  term  order 
was  not  appealable ;  that  an  v  ques- 
tion as  to  ike  mode  of  trial,  or  as 
to  parties,  could  and  should  be 
mised  upon  trial,  and  an  excep- 
tion taken,  to  be  heard  on  appeal 
from  Judgment    {Id.) 

67.  After  the  satisfaction  of  a  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiff,  it  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
to  vacate  it  and  to  amend  the  com- 
plaint by  adding  new  causes  of 
action,  although  by  so  doing  the 
statute  of  limitations  is  avoided. 
{Hatch  agt.  Oma.  Nat.  JBfe,  78  if. 
y.,  487.) 

68.  An  order,  therefore,  granting 
such  relief  is  not  reviewable  here, 
(ia.) 

59.  Plaintijf  was  nonsuited;  on^p- 
X>eal  a  new  trial  was  granted,  costs 
to  abide  event  On  the  second 
trial  defendant  had  a  verdict,  and 
the  clerk  taxed  costs  of  appeal  in 
his  favor.    On  app^  from  order 
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of  general  tenn,  affirming  an  or- 
di^r  of  special,  directing  a  re-tax- 
ation and  disallowing  costs  of 
appeal: 

tlM,  as  the  appeal  was  from  the 
construction  by  a  general  term  of 
its  own  order,  which  was  in  ac- 
oordance  with  the  construction  of 
other  similar  orders,  such  inter- 
pretation would  not  be  interfered 
w^ith  bv  this  court.  ( Un.  Tr.  Co. 
agt  W/iitan,  78  N.  F.,  491.) 

60.  Where  costs  were  denied  by  the 
court  below,  on  the  sole  ground 
of  want  of  power  to  grant  them, 
the  court  recognizing  the  right  of 
the  applicant  to  such  costs,  on 
appeal  to  this  court,  it  being  de- 
termined that  the  court  below  had 
thepower; 

Hdd,  that  the  order  be  reversed 
and  application  granted.  (Marvin 
agt.  Marvin,  78  If.  T.,  541.) 

61.  Defendants'  attorney  having 
served  an  offer  of  judgment  signed 
by  defendants'  attorney  to  wliich 
no  affidavit  showing  his  authority 
to  make  it  is  annexed,  as  required 
by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(sec.  740),  and  plaintiff  on  the  trial 
having  recovered  less  than  the 
amount  named,  said  attorney 
moved  to  be  fJIowed  to  serve  the 
affidavit  nunc  pro  tunc,  and  for 
an  extra  allowance.  The  motion 
wtis  denied : 

Held,  that  if  such  an  amendment 
was  authorized,  it  was  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  an  order 
denying  the  application  therefor, 
was  not  reviewable  here ;  and  that 
as  the  question  of  costs  could  not 
arise  untU  this  rdief  was  obtained, 
the  decision  of  the  motion  did  not 
determine  the  right  to  costs,  and 
so  was  not  appealable  on  that 
account  (Biffg9  agt.  WaydeU,  78 
if.  Y„  58«.) 

03.  Where  a  receiver  has  been  ap- 
pointed in  proceedings  supplemen- 
tary to  execution  instituted  in  fa- 
vor of  one  judgment  creditor,  in 
an  action  brought  by  another 
Judgment  creditor,  to  set  aside 


such  proceedings  on  the  ground 
of  collusion,  it  is  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court  to  appoint  another 
receiver,  and  to  direct  the  first  re- 
ceiver to  hand  over  to  him  the 
property  received.  (ConnoUjf  agt. 
KreU,  78  N.  T.,  620.) 

68.  An  order  therefore,  making  such 
appointment  and  giving  such  di- 
rection, Is  not  reviewable  here. 
(M.) 

64  Where  the  affidavits  upon  which 
an  attachment  was  granted,  and 
those  used  in  opposing  a  motion  to 
vacate  the  same,  show  a  state  of 
facts  authorizing  the  granting  of 
the  attachment  upon  the  ground 
stated,  an  order  denying  the  motion 
is  not  reviewable  here.  ( Whittaker 
agt.  Imp.  Skirt  Mfg,  Co.,  78  iV. 
7.,  621.) 

66.  From  a  surrogate's  decree  made 
in  1867,  on  the  accounting  of  an 
administrator,  the  latter  appealed; 
the  petition  of  appeal  specified 
certain  portions  of  the  decree  as 
erroneous.  The  general  term  made 
an  order  in  February,  1871,  which 
the  contestant  claimed  reversed 
the  whole  decree.  The  latter  made 
a  motion  at  general  term,  in  June, 
1878:  1st.  For  leave  to  renew  a 
former  motion.  2d.  To  amend  or 
modify  the  general  term  order. 
This  motion  was  denied : 

HM,  that  the  order  was  not  re- 
viewable here ;  that  if  the  order  of 
1871  was  erroneous  and  reviewable 
an  appeal  should  have  been  takcai 
therefrom;  if  irregular,  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  should  sooner 
have  been  called  to  it;  but,  in  any 
view,  it  was  a  matter  within  the 
discretion  of  the  supreme  court. 
{BenUey  agt.  Waterman,  78  N.  T., 
628.) 

66.  From  decision  of  conunisaion- 
ers  of  highways,  requisites  of  no- 
tice, and  what  questions  can  be 
raised  on.    (8ee  Hector  agt.  Cktrk, 

78 -y.  r.,  21.) 

67.  When  notice  of  appeal  should 
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be  served  on  defendant  who  has 
not  answered.  {See  ArgaU  agt 
Pitts,  7b  ^.  r.,  280.) 

68.  Order  wanting  attachment,  when 
reviewable  here.  (See  S,  G.  Bank 
agt.  Alberger,  78  2f.  T.,  858.) 

69.  When  order  striking;  out  incom- 
petent evidence  received  without 
objection,  not  reviewable  here. 
{See  MiUer  agt.  Mowtgomtnry,  78  N. 
r.,  3»2.) 

70.  Where  Judgment  on  report  of 
referee  was  reversed  by  general 
term  on  questions  of  law  and  fact, 
the  court  disagreed  with  the  gen- 
eral term  as  to  law,  and  were 
equally  divided  upon  the  facts 
(one  of  the  judges  not  sitting),  or- 
dered that  appellant  have  leave  to 
withdraw  appeal.  {See  Po/reone 
agt.  Brawn  [Mem],  78  N.  F.,  618.) 

71.  In  action  of  trespass  upon  lands 
defendant  claimed  to  be  in  posses- 
sion under  a  parol  contract  for  the 
purchase,  the  referee  found  that 
defendant  was  In  lawful  posses- 
sion: 

Heid,  that  an  exception  to  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  defendant, 
incompetent  under  section  899  of 
the  Code,  as  to  the  parol  contract 
(the  vendor  having  died),  was  not 

ground  for  reversal,  as  the  evi- 
ence  was  entirely  immaterial  and 
could  not  have  injured.  {See 
Former  agt  Johnson  [MonL],  78 
K  r.,  617.) 

78.  When  order  as  to  disposition  of 
funds  in  hands  of   receiver  ap 

Sointed  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  is  m 
iscretion  of  court  and  not  review- 
able here.  {See  BhrnHmry  agt  Fbe- 
<w  [Mem.],  78  if.  F.,  624.) 


APPEARANCE. 

1.  The  general  appearance  and  an: 
swerof  a  defendant  corporation 
ought  to  be  deemed  an  aamission 
of  its. corporate  existence;  and  it 
ought  not  afterwards,  when  no 


special  issue  is  presented,  insist 
that  plaintiff  must  produce  and 
prove  its  character;  at  all  events, 
m  such  case  it  is  enough  to  show 
user  Of  corporate  acts  to  make  a 
vrima  fade  case  of  the  entity  and 
Identit  V  of  such  corporation.  {Ber- 
renbacker  agt  Lehigh  VaUey  BaH' 
road  Company,  ante,  288.) 

2.  A  corporation,  like  a  natural  per- 
son, may  appear  voluntarily  by 
attorney;  and  such  appearance 
gives  jurisdiction  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  if  there  was  actual  service 
of  process.  {In  re  Atty.-Gen.  agt 
Onard.  Mat.  L.  Im.  Co.,  77  N.  Jr., 
272.) 

ARREST. 

1.  Subdivlsioniof  section  550  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  was  in- 
tended and  is  a  substitute  for  the 
writ  of  ne  exeat,  {BoudeauU  agt 
BoudeatUt,  ante,  181.) 

2.  Where,  in  a  suit  by  the  wife 
against  her  husband,  for  a  divorce, 
the  plaintiff  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant is  about  to  depart  from 
the  state,  with  no  present  inten- 
tion of  returning,  except,  possibl]^, 
to  pass  through  it,  and  that  he  is 
to  sail  for  Europe  within  a  month, 
to  be  fone  indeflnitelv: 

Held,  that  a  case  is  made  out 
in  which  an  order  of  arrest  may 
lawfully  issue.  As  the  judgment 
may  require  the  performance  of 
an  act,  the  neglect  or  refu^  to 
perform  which  would  be  punisha- 
ble bv  the  court  as  a  contempt,  the 
case  is  brought  within  subdivision 
4  of  section  550  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure.    {Id,) 

8.  Under  section  770  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  in  the  first  judi- 
cial district,  a  motion,  which  else- 
where must  be  made  in  court,  may 
be  made  to  a  judge  out  of  court, 
except  for  a  new  trial  upon  the 
merits.    {Id.) 

4.  An  application  for  an  order  of 
arrest  may  be  lawfully  made  to, 
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and  properly  granted  by,  a  Justice 
out  of  court  m  the  first  judicial 
district.    {Id,) 

5.  Any  application  which  elsewhere 
may  be  made  in  court,  may  here 
be  made  at  any  time  to  a  judge 
out  of  court,    (id.) 

6.  An  order  of  arrest  is  not  irregular 
which  prescribes  the  form  of  un- 
dertakinjP  as  directed  in  subdivi 
sion  1  of  section  575  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.    (Id.) 

7.  A  defendant's  ri^ht  to  the  jail  lib- 
erties under  section  149,  is  not  in 
the  least  affected  by  such  direction. 
If  the  defendant  aoes  not  desire  to 
give  the  bail  recjuired  by  the  order 
to  effect  his  discharge,  he  has  a 
perfect  right  to  offer  the  limit  bond 
under  section  149,  and  the  sheriff 
would  be  bound  to  accept  it.   (Id.) 

See  Affbal. 

In  re  NebemaM,  ante,  193. 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  a  sum  of  money  embezzled  by 
defendant  while  acting  in  a  fidu- 
ciary capacity  as  agent  of  plaintiff, 
where  defehdant  collected  such 
money  and  after  appropriating  it 
to  his  own  use  gave  secured  notes 
to  plaintiff  for  me  amount  embez- 
zled, representing  that  the  notes 
were  well  secured  when  they  were 
not: 

Held,  that  because  of  the  false 
statements  made  by  defendant  in 
inducing  plaintiff  to  take  the  notes 
plaintifiT  could  repudiate  the  set- 
tlement for  fraud.  {Spenee  agt 
Baldmn,  ante,  875.) 

9.  And  where,  on  a  motion  by  de- 
fendant to  vacate  the  order  of 
arrest  granted  in  the  action,  the 
point  Ib  raised  that  i\o  tender  or 
surrender  of  the  notes  received  in 
settlement  was  made  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action: 

Held,  that  the  notes  must  be  sur- 
rendered, and  such  surrender  must 
be  a  condition  of  upholding  the 
order  of  arrest    The  notes  must 
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be  filed  with  the  clerk  to  await  the 
final  order  of  the  court.  If  this  is 
complied  with  the  motion  to  va- 
cate the  order  of  arrest  will  be 
denied.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  the  defendant  was  held 
on  an  order  of  arrest,  a  motion 
having  been  made  upon  afildavlts 
to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest,  a 
reference  was  ordered,  and  i>end- 
ing  the  reference  the  action  was 
tried  and  judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  amount  of  the  debts  and 
costs,  the  judge  declining  to  hear 
evidence  on  the  question  of  fraud. 
An  execution  having  been  issued 
against  the  person  of  defendant,  a 
motion  was  made  to  set  it  aside: 

Held,  that  the  application  was 
made  in  this  case  before  judgment, 
and  in  season.  The  judgment  only 
determined  the  fact  and  amount 
of  the  defendant's  indebtedness, 
and  not  necessarily  what  kind  of 
execution  may  be  issued  to  en- 
force it.  The  question  whether 
the  execution  could  be  issued 
against  tiie  body  could  only  be 
determined  in  this  action  by  the 
existence  of  the  order  of  arrest  af- 
ter the  defendant  had  lost  the  ri^ht 
to  move  to  vacate  such  order. 
(Kohn  agt.  Burtnett,  ante,  410.) 

11.  Under  section  3487  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  it  is  Decessary 
for  the  creditor,  before  he  is  enti- 
tled to  a  warrant  of  arrest  against 
the  judgment  debtor,  to  establish, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jud^  to 
whom  the  application  for  the  issu- 
ing of  a  warrant  is  presented,  by 
affidavit,  that  there  is  dan^r  that 
the  judgment  debtor  will  leave 
the  state  or  conceal  himself,  and 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  he 
has  property  which  he  unjustly 
refuses  to  apply  to  the  payment  of 
the  judgment  (Neteet  agt.  Mvl- 
f<yrd,  ante,  453.) 

13.  Where  the  allegations  in  the  affi- 
davit, on  which  the  warrant  is 
asked  are  stated  to  be  upon  beli^, 
and  the  fact  of  the  defendant's 
having  property  is  a  mere  matter 
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of  inference  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  based  upon  the  fact  that 
the  defendant  is  a  man  of  ex- 
travagant habits,  living  in  the  best 
of  hotels,  &c. : 

Hdd,  that  such  an  affidavit  is 
insufficient    {Id,) 

18.  The  court,  in  granting  a  dis- 
charge from  arrest  when  the  arrest 
was  made  upon  an  execution  is- 
sued without  authority  of  law,  had 
no  power  to  impose  a  condition 
that  the  party  thus  discharged 
from  an  unlawful  arrest  shall  not 
bring  an  action  to  recover  his 
damages  for  such  unlawful  im- 
prisonment {Mayer  agt.  Botha- 
child,  ante,  510.) 

14.  The  irresistible  effect  of  such  a 
rule  would  be  to  compel  a  party  to 
surrender  one  right  to  obtain  an- 
other right  to  which  he  was  enti- 
tled absolutely.    {Id.) 

15.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  con- 
tract, an  order  of  arrest  has  been 
granted  on  the  ^ound  that  the 
defendant  was  guilty  of  fraud  in 
contracting  the  debt,  and  he  has 
thereafter  been  arrested  under  an 
execution  issued  upon  the  judg- 
ment, an  application  for  his  dis- 
charge from  imprisonment  must 
be  made  under  article  5,  chapter 
5,  part  3,  title  1  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  and  not  under  article  6 
tiiereof .  {Devlin  agt.  Cfooper,  20 
i/un,  18a) 

16.  Where,  in  an  inventory^  attached 
to  the  application  of  an  insolvent 
debtor  for  a  discharge  from  im- 
prisonment, all  his  debts  were  suf- 
ficiently set  forth  and  described, 
except  one,  as  to  which  the  state- 
ment was  probably  insufficient, 
hM,  that  the  inventory  was  suf- 
ficient to  give  the  officer  to  whom 
the  application  was  made  juris- 
diction, and  that  a  discharge 
granted  by  him  would  protect  the 
sheriff  in  releasing  the  debtor 
from  imprisonment    (Id.) 

17.  In  an  action  on  contract,  the  de- 
fendant was  arrested  under  an 


order  of  arrest,  granted  upon 
grounds  extrinsic  to  the  causes  of 
action,  and  confined  in  the  county 
jail.  Subsequently  he  was  taken 
and  held  by  the  sheriff  under  an 
execution  against  his  person,  is- 
sued upon  a  judgment  entered  in 
the  action  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, which  judgment  was  affirmed 
by  the  general  term  but  was  re- 
versed by  the  court  of  appeals,  by 
which  latter  court  a  new  trial  was 
granted  because  of  errors  com- 
mitted on  the  trial: 

Held,  that  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment  by  the  court  of  appeals 
only  operated  to  restore  the  par- 
ties to  the  same  position  in  which 
they  were  before  any  trial  had 
been  had,  and  did  not  supersede 
the  order  of  arrest,  or  authorize 
the  discharge  of  the  defendant 
from  confinement  {People  ex  reL 
Roberts  agt.  Bowe,  20  Uun,  ^5.) 

18.  Under  sections  549,  550,  557  and 
558  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, as  amended  by  chapter  542 
of  1879,  in  order  to  subject  a  de- 
fendant in  an  action  upon  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  to  arrest 
for  fraud  in  contracting  or  incur- 
ring the  liability  sought  to  be  en- 
forced, the  facts  showing  such 
fraud  on  his  part  must  be  alleged 
in  the  complaint.  {Heeht  agt 
Lofoy,  20  Hun,  53.) 

19.  The  validity  of  an  order  of  arrest 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  ex- 
isting at  the  time  of  the  arrest  of 
the  defendant  thereunder,  and  not 
by  that  existing  at  the  time  the 
order  was  issued.    {Id.) 

20.  The  fact  that  an  order  of  arrest 
has  been  vacated,  on  the  ground 
that  the  affidavit  upon  which  it 
was  granted  failed  to  establish  any 
fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  does  not  prevent 
the  court  from  granting  a  second 
order  of  arrest  in  the  same  action 
upon  further  facts,  if  satisfied 
that  the  application  for  such 
second  order  is  not  vexatious.  . 
Uieucci  agt  Baudniiz,  20  Hun, 
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21.  Where  a  defendant  has,  before 
the  entry  of  judgment  in  an  ac- 
tion, been  arrested  and  held  to 
ball  under  an  order  of  arrest, 
which  order  has  not  been  vacated, 
and  where  the  defendant  has  not 
been  discharged  therefrom,  nor 
his  bail  exonerated,  the  plaintiff 
cannot,  after  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment, procure  his  arrest  for  the 
same  offense,  upon  a  warrant  is- 
sued under  ana  by  virtue  of  the 
Stilwell  act.  {Townsend  agt.  Ne- 
bemahl,  20  Hun,  81.) 

22.  Discharge  from,  under  the  in- 
solvent law  —  when  granted  —  the 
fad  that  the  defendant  converted 
money  received  in  a  fiduciary  ca- 
pacity does  not  prevent  his  dis- 
charge. {See  Suydam  agt  Belk- 
nap, 20  Uun,  87.) 

28.  Undertaking  given  on  procuring 
order  of  arrest  —  power  of  court 
to  allow  an  amendment  of  defects 
therein.  (See  Irtoin  agt  Judd,  20 
Hun,  562.) 

24.  A  warrant  of  arrest  cannot  be 
issued  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  *' to  abolish  imprisonment  for 
debt  and  to  punish  fraudulent 
debtors  "(ti^op.  800,  Lam  of  1881), 
to  enforce  a  judnnent  in  an  action 
in  tort.  To  authorize  the  issuing 
of  the  warrant  it  must  appear  by 
the  afSdavit  presented  that  the 
judgment  was  founded  upon  a 
contract,  or  that  the  cause  of  action 
was  to  recover  damages  for  the 
non-performance  of  a  contract,  ex- 

Sress  or  implied.     {People  ex  rel. 
>usenbury  agt.  Spier,  77  i\r.  F. 
144.) 

26.  Accordingly,  held,  where  an  affi- 
davit, presented  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaming  a  warrant  under  said 
statute,  set  forth  a  judgment  in 
an  action  for  obtaining  money 
deposited  in  court  by  fraud  and 
imposition,  and  in  violation  of  an 
injunction,  that  defendant  was  not 
protected  from  arrest  in  that  ac- 
tion by  said  statute;  and  that  the 
affidavit  did  not  give  jurisdiction 


to  issue  a  warrant  under  the  satute. 
{Id,) 

26.  The  recitals  in  a  warrant  of  the 
governor  of  this  state  for  the 
arrest  of  a  fugitive  from  the  jus- 
tice of  another  state  are  to  be 
taken,  at  leti&i  prima  faeie,  as  true. 
{People  ex  rd  Draper  agt.  PinckBr- 
ton,  77  N.  T.,  245.) 

27.  A  return  therefore  to  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  setting  forth  such  a 
warrant,  which  contains  recitals  of 
facts  necessary  to  confer  authority, 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States,  to  issue  it,  is 
a  sufficient  justification  for  hold- 
ing the  prisoner,  without  produc- 
ing the  papers  or  evidence  on 
which  the  governor  acted.    {Id!) 

28.  As  to  whether  the  warrant  is 
conclusive,  or  may  be  met  by  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  prisoner 
showing  that  the  papers  presented 
to  the  governor  were,  in  fact,  de- 
fective, qyare.    {Id,) 

29.  Where,  in  an  affidavit  upon 
which  an  order  of  arrest  is  granted, 
the  facts  are  stated  positively,  not 
on  information  and  belief,  are  not 
denied  or  disputed  by  defendant 
when  opportunity  is  afforded,  and 
the  facts  alleged  are  not  such  that 
the  affiant  could  not  by  any  possi- 
bility have  sufficient  knowfeage  of 
to  verify,  an  appellate  court,  sit- 
ting in  review  of  the  order,  may 
take  the  facts  as  stated.  {Plere&n 
agt  Freeman,  77  K  T.,  689.) 

80.  Where  facts  are  thus  positively 
affirmed,  the  affiant  is  not  re- 
quired to  state  the  source  of  his 
knowledge  or  his  means  of  infor- 
mation; this  is  necessary  only 
where  the  facts  are  stated  on  infor- 
mation and  belief.    {Id,) 


ASSIGKER 

1.  An  assi^ee  for  the  i>enefit  of 
creditors  is  not  required,  pending 
an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
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mortgage  made  by  his  assignor, 
where  the  mortgagees  have  pos- 
session of  the  mortgaged  lands, 
through  a  receiver,  to  pay  taxes  in 
arrears  when  the  mortgaged  lands 
are  insufficient  security.  {Matter 
of  Lewis,  ante,  251.) 

8.  The  statute  has  provided  for  the 
mode  in  which  an  assignee  in  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors under  the  statute,  where  there 
has  been  a  composition  between 
the  assignor  and  his  creditors,  may 
be  discharged,  which  is  on  a  pro- 
ceeding for  an  accounting  under 
the  act  (iatM  €f  1877,  chap,  406, 
ieetion  20),  {Matter  of  AmgnmerU 
of  Har^fall,  anU,  265.) 

S.  The  only  mode  in  which  the  court 
has  power  to  discharge  the  as- 
signee is  upon  proof  of  the  com- 
position in  a  proceeding  for  an 
aocoimting.    {Id,) 

4  It  is  essential  and  indispensable 
that  there  should  be  an  account- 
ing in  every  case,  and  that  it  can- 
not be  dispensed  with  unless  there 
has  been  a  clear,  distinct  and  un- 
doubted waiver  of  it  by  every 
creditor  who  could  in  any  way 
be  affected  by  the  assignee's  dis- 
charge.   {Id,) 


ASSIGNMENT. 

■ 

L  The  creditors  have  an  absolute 
right  to  examine  into  the  affairs 
of  the  assignors,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose to  inspect  their  books.  {Mai- 
tor  of  Itidor  omd  ffein,  ante,  98.) 

2.  The  inspection  need  not  be  made 
by  the  creditor  personally.  He 
may  designate  some  one  to  make 
it  for  him,  and  it  cannot  be  an  ob- 
jection that  the  person  so  desig- 
nated is  an  expert.    (Id,) 

S.  A  father  made  an  assignment  of 
all  his  property  to  his  son,  in  con- 
sideration that  the  latter  should 
pay  four  debts  specified  therein 
and  support  the   grantor's  wife 


during  her  natural  lif  &  The  con- 
veyance was  made  by  the  father 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  credit- 
ors, but  was  accepted  by  the  son 
in  good  faith,  with  the  desire  to 
prevent  his  father  from  squander- 
ing the  property,  and  in  the  belief 
that  the  debts  named  were  all  his 
father  owed.  On  subsequently 
learning  of  the  existence  of  other 
debts,  uie  son  paid  some  of  them, 
in  pursuance  of  an  agreement 
with  his  father,  by  which  he  was 
to  have  a  lien  upon  the  property 
for  the  amounts  so  advanced  by 
him.  In  this  action,  brought  by  a 
receiver  appointed  in  proceedings 
supplementary  to  execution,  to  set 
aside  the  conveyance  as  fraudu- 
lent, hM,  that  the  son  was  properly 
allowed  the  amounts  advanced  by 
him  in  paying  the  debts  of  his 
father  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment.  (i\m4agt.  ComMock^ 
20  Sun,  492.) 


ATTACHMENT. 

jS(m  Afpbal. 

ClaJUn  et  at,  agt.  Baere,  ante,  20. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  members 
of  a  firm,  the  plaintiff,  D.,  pro- 
cured an  attachment  upon  an  affi- 
davit which  omitted  to  state  that 
the  amount  which  he  claimed  was 
due  over  and  above  all  counter- 
claims known  to  him.  Both  de- 
fendants were  non-residenta  The 
one,  B.,  upon  whom  personal  serv- 
ice in  the  action  was  made  appear- 
ed, but  interposed  no  defense. 
The  other,  W.,  was  not  personally 
served  with  process,  and  publica- 
tion was  not  made  within  the  thi^y 
days  required  by  the  statute,  m 
another  action  by  R.,  the  attach- 
ment issued  was  also  against  both 
defendants,  one  of  whom,  B. ,  ap- 
peared, but  intmK)Bed  no  defense, 
and  the  other,  W.,  was  duly  pro- 
ceeded against  by  advertisement: 
Held,  that  D's  attachment  was 
bad,  ab  initio,  because  of  the  fail 
lire  to  comply  with  section  636  of 
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the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  in 
omiting  to  state  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  sum 
specified  over  and  above  all  count 
er-claims  known  to  him  (Per  Bar- 
rett, J.). 

Heid,  also,  that  the  effect  of  non- 
publication  was  to  destroy  the 
attachment  of  D.  as  to  W^,  and 
were  it  not  for  his  failure  to  com- 

£ly  with  section  686,  the  plaintiff, 
I ,  would  be  entitled  to  retain  his 
attachment  as  to  B.  for  whatever 
it  was  worth.  It  could  not  be. 
absolutely  discharged  merely  be- 
cause no  lien  upon  the  firm's  prop- 
ei*ty  had  been  therebv  acquired 
(P^'  Barrbtt,  J.).  {jUanneu  agt 
WiUiafM  et  al,  anU,  66.) 

2.  A  state  court  has  jurisdiction  of 
an  action  on  contract  brought  by 
a  resident  of  the  state  acainst  a 
national  bank  incorporated  under 
title  62  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  located  in  an- 
other state.  (BobinsantLgtydtiofuU 
Bank  of  New  B&me,  ante,  218.) 

8.  The  last  clause  of  section  6242, 
United  States  Revised  Statutes, 
forbidding  an  attachment,  injunc- 
tion or  execution  to  be  issued 
against  a  national  bank  before  final 
judgment  in  anv  proceeding  in  a 
state  court  applies  only  to  such 
banks  as  have  committed  or  are 
contemplating  an  act  of  insolv- 
ency,   (fd) 

4.  An  attachment  can,  therefore, 
issue  against  a  national  bank, 
except  imder  the  above  circum- 
stances, from  a  state  court  as 
provided  by  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure (Afflrming,  8.  C.,S8  Haw., 
806).    (Id.) 

6.  After  an  attachment  is  invalidated 
by  failure  to  serve  or  publish  the 
sununons  within  thirty  days  after 
the  issuing  of  the  warrant,  though 
the  court  may  acquire  jurisdiction 
and  proceed  with  the  action  in 
perrnnam  upon  the  service  of  the 
summons  or  the  defendant's  vol- 
untary appearance  at  a  later  date. 


yet  the  provisional  remedy  falte 
unless  the  service  is  effected  or 
the  publication  commenced  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  statute.  A 
defendant  has  a  right  to  move  to 
vacate  the  attachment  even  if  his 
object  be  to  assist  his  assignees, 
the  present  Code  expressly  giving 
a  status  to  other  interested  parties. 
{Blautm  agt  Ettes,  ante,  8S1.) 

6.  The  failure  to  alleee,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  section  8169,  subdivision 
6  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
that  the  defendant  is  an  adult  is 
not  material.  The  law  will  pre- 
sume that  he  is  an  adult,  and  what 
is  presumed  need  not  be  other- 
wise proved  in  the  first  instance. 
(Wenta&r  agt  Boss,  ante,  397.) 

7.  Facts  stated  in  an  affidavit  upon 
information  and  belief  are  evi- 
dence where  the  affiant  gives  the 
sources  of  his  information  and  a 
sufficient  excuse  for  not  obtaining 
the  affidavits  of  the  informantts. 
(/d) 

8.  A  mere  levy  under  an  execution 
is  not  such  an  actual  application 
of  the  attached  property  or  the 
proceeds  thereof,  under  section  682 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  as 
to  bar  the  right  of  the  subsequent 
lienor  to  move  to  vacate  the  same, 
as  provided  in  this  dection.  {Waod^ 
mansee  et  al.  agt.  Bodgers,  ante, 
402.) 

9.  The  language  of  this  section  of 
the  Code  means  an  actual  and  r^ 
application  of  the  property  or  its 
proceeds,  as  distinguished  from  a 
constructive  one.    {Id.) 

10.  While  the  property  remains,  be- 
fore it  has  been  actually  transfer- 
red to  the  plaintiff,  or  in  case  of 
sale,  before  its  proceeds  have  gone 
to  him,  it  is  possible  for  the  court 
to  control  and  determine  the  liens 
upon  it,  fixing  their  order  and  en- 
forcing their  payment  on  the  one 
hand,  or  discharging  or  removing 
them  on  the  other  {Ajpmmg  6.  C, 
68J92t0.,489).    {Id.) 
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11.  March  1,  1807,  the  Marine  Rank 
of  Chicago  recovered  a  judgment, 

.  in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state, 
against  T.  Van  Brunt,  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  who  died  December 
21),  1807.  Thereafter  an  ^tion 
was  commenced  in  this  State  by 
one  Hammond  against  the  said 
Marine  Bank,  in  which  an  attach- 
ment was  issued  on  June  20,  18<>9, 
under  which  the  said  Judgment 
was  attempted  to  be  levied  on,  by 
serving  a  certified  copy  of  the 
warrant  upon  one  of  the  attorneys 
who  represented  the  said  Van 
Brunt  in  the  action  brought 
against  him  by  the  said  bank.  No 
copy  of  the  attachment  was  served 
upon  any  of  the  legal  representa- 
tives of  V  an  Brunt  s  estate : 

Heidi  that  the  attorney  was  not 
**  an  individual  holding  the  said 
Judgment,  within  the  meaning  of 

'  section  aa'S  of  the  old  Code;  that 
It  could  only  be  attached  by  serv- 
ice upon  the  debtor,  as  therein 
provided,  and  that  as  no  such 
service  was  made  the  said  Judg- 
ment was  never  legally  attached. 
(Matter  of  Flandrow,  20  Hun,  86.) 

is.  R  Mem$,  that  a  seizure  and  levy 
by  a  sheriff,  under  an  attachment 
against  one  person,  upon  the  entire 
property  of   a  firm,  as  the  sole 

Property  of  the  debtor,  is  not  justi- 
ed  by  showing  that  the  debtor 
has  an  interest  m  the  property  as 
a  copartner.  (Atkins  igL  SaxUm, 
rt  N.  r..  196.) 

13.  The  power  of  the  sheriff, 'for  the 
purpose  of  rendering  the  levy 
upon  the  Interest  of  one  partner  in 
the  co-partnership  property  effect- 
ual, to  take  possession  of  the  whole 
property,  is  merely  incidental  to 
the  right  to  reach  the  debtor's  in- 
terest; and  is  to  be  exercised  as 
far  as  possible  in  harmony  with, 
not  in  hostility  to,  the  rights  of  the 
other  partners.    (Id,) 

14.  When,  therefore,  the  sheriff  ex- 
ceeds this  limit;  and,  instead  of 
leaving  on  the  debtor's  interest, 
lenee  upon  and  seizes  the  prop- 


erty as  the  sole  property  of  the 
debtor,  he  is  a  trespasser.    (Id.) 

15.  An  attaching  creditor  cannot 
defend  an  action  brought  by  an 
assi^ee  of  the  debtor,  for  the  con- 
version of  a  chose  in  action  attach- 
ed, by  showing  fraud  in  the  as- 
signment.   (OastU  agt.  LeuiU,  78 

K  r.,  ibi.) 

16.  The  M.  G.  Co.,  a  manufacturing 
corporation  prior  to  May,  lU^d,  haa 
three  trustees,  one  of  whom  resign- 
ed. One  of  the  others  was  the 
treasurer  and  general  agent  of  the 
company,  having  charge  of  its 
propnerty  and  business.  The  two 
remaining  trustees  left  a  portion 
of  the  company's  goods  with  B.  & 
Co  to  sell  on  commission,  and  sub- 
sequently, in  the  name  of  the  com- 
pany, made  an  assignment  of  the 
goods  unsold  and  ox  the  proceeds 
of  sales  in  the  hands  of  B.  &  Co. 
to  A.,  to  secure  a  loan  made  by 
him  to  the  company,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  an  arrangment  nuide 
at  the  time  of  the  loan.  In  actions 
brought  by  an  assignee  of  A. 
against  creditors  of  the  company, 
who  had  caused  the  property  and 
the  avails  of  sales  to  be  levied  up- 
on under  attachments  in  theu 
favor,  defendants  claimed  the 
transfer  to  A.  to  be  void  for  want 
of  authority,  as  by  the  statute 
(mc,  1,  chap.  269,  iLatM  of  1860, 
amending  ehap,  40,  LatM  of  1848), 
it  is  required  that  such  corpora* 
tions  shall  have  not  lese  than  three 
trustees: 

Held,  untenable;  that  the  objec- 
tion was  not  available  in  these 
actions,  and  defendants  were  not 
in  a  position  to  raise  the  same. 
(Id,) 

17.  It  appeared  that  after  the  levj 
plaintiff  sought  to  establish  hu 
title  bv  the  aid  of  a  sheriff's  Jury; 
defendants'  attorney  appeared, 
and  upon  his  request  an  adjourn- 
ment was  had  upon  his  stipulating 
to  give  a  bond  of  indemnity:  he 
also  received  a  portion  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  goods; 
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Hdit  that,  in  the  abseDce  of 
proof  of  want  of  authority  in  the 
attorney,  defendants'  interference 
with  the  property  was  sufficiently 
establish^  to  render  them  liable 
for  the  conversion.    (Id.) 

18.  Upon  motion  made  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure {9ec.  682),  giving  a  person 
havinff  a  lien  upon  property  at- 
tached, acquired  subsequent  to  the 
attachment,  a  right  to  apply  to 
vacate  or  modify  it,  it  appeared 
that  the  attorney  of  the  party 
claiming  the  lien  delivered  to  the 
clerk  ofE.  county  a  judgment-roll, 
including  a  sufficient  statement  in 
writing  to  warrant  the  entry  of  a 
judgment  by  confession  in  her 
favor  against  the  attachment  debt- 
or;  the  clerk  did  not,  in  fact,  enter 
the  judgment,  but  delivered  a  tran- 
script to  the  attorney,  which  was 
filed  the  next  day  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  N  county,  and  exe- 
cution issued  to  the  sheriff  of  that 
county: 

Held,  that  the  lien  acquired  by 
the  docket  of  the  judgment  in 
K.  county  and  the  issuing  of  exe- 
cution, upon  the  personal  property 
of  the  debtor  in  that  county,  was 
sufficient,  until  set  aside,  to  confer 
upon  the  plaintiff  therein  the 
rights  of  a  lienor  under  said  pro- 
vision. {Steuben  Co.  Bk.  agt.  Al- 
herffer,  78 -y.  F.,  262.) 

19.  The  grounds  upon  which  a  war- 
rant of  attachment  was  issued 
were,  as  stated  in  the  affidavit, 
that  the  attachment  debtor  was 
"about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or 
secrete  his  property  with  intent  to 
defraud  his  creditors  "  All  of  the 
material  facts  were  stated  on  infor- 
mation and  belief  only;  it  was  not 
shown  that  the  persons  from  whom 
the  affiant  professed  to  have  ob- 
tained his  information  were  absent, 
or  that  their  depositions  could  not 
be  procured: 

Meldt  that  the  affidavit  was  insuf- 
ficient to  give  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion to  issue  the  attachment;  and 


that  the  order  granting  it  was  re- 
viewable here.    {Id.) 

20.  Where  the  affidavits  upon  which 
an  attachment  was  granted,  and 
those  used  in  opposing  a  motion 
to  vacate  the  same,  show  a  state 
of  facts  authorizing  the  granting 
of  the  attachment  upon  the  CTouna 
stated,  an  order  denying  the  mo- 
tion is  not  reviewable  nere.  ( WkU- 
aker  agt.  Imp.  Skirt  Mfg.  Co.,  78 
N.  Y.,  621.) 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  a 
case  where  an  attorney  retains 
money  collected  by  him,  as  com- 
pensation for  professional  serv- 
ices rendered  and  disbursements 
expended  by  him,  to  see  to  it  that 
while  the  attorney  is  protected  in 
his  legal  rights,  and  fairly  compen- 
sated for  his  services,  he  does  not 
take  the  slightest  advantage  of  his 
particular  relations  to  his  client, 
or  of  the  fact  that  the  disputed 
moneys  are  in  his  own  hands  and 
may  be  retained  by  him  under 
his  lien  until  his  compensation  is 
adjusted.  (Matter  of  Knapp,  anU, 
867.) 

2.  It  must  be   shown,  where    the 
•   charges  are  against  an  executor, 

not  on!y  that  they  are  a  fair  com- 
pensation for  such  services,  but 
that  they  were  the  proper  subject 
of  charges  against  an  executor, 
and  were  necessary  under  the  cir- 
cumstances.   (Id.) 

8.  Interviews  with  creditors  of  the 
estate  and  the  answering  of  their 
inquiries  are  not  the  proper  basis 
of  a  claim  against  the  client  of 
the  attorney.    (Id.) 

4.  A  lawyer  has  no  right,  while  act- 
ing merely  as  a  l(n)bvi8t,  to  ask 
the  court  to  consider  nim  as  enti- 
tled to  the  protection  and  compen- 
sation generally  regarded  as  due 
to  the  office  of  attorney  and  coun- 
selor.   (Id,) 
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0.  Although  an  attorney  is  prohib- 
ited by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  from  charnng  or  taking 
more  than  ten  dollars  for  prose- 
cuting a  claim  for  a  pension,  such 
prohioition  does  not  cover  services 
rendered  for  the  person  claiming 
the  pension  after  the  certificate  for 
the  same  was  issued.  (Adee  agt. 
Howe,  ante,  459.) 

A.  Dissolution  of  a  firm  of  lawyers, 
by  the  death  of  one  of  them  — 
duty  of  the  survivor  as  to  carry- 
ing on  pending  litigations,  without 
charge,  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate 
of  the  deceased.  (See  Sterne  agt. 
Ooep,  20  Hun,  89({.) 

7.  A  surrogate  has  no  authority, 
upon  the  accounting  of  an  execu- 
tor, to  direct  him  to  pav  a  sum  to 
his  counsel  for  the  services  of  the 
latter;  charges  for  services,  ren- 
dered by  an  attorney  to  an  exe- 
cutor, are  against  the  executor 
individually,  and  there  is  no  au- 
thority warranting  a  decree  in 
favor  of  the  attorney,  against  the 
estate,  or  against  the  executor  as 
such.     (Seaman  agt    WkUehead, 

.  78  N.  r.,  806.) 

8.  The  allowances  authorized  to  be 
made  by  the  act  of  1868,  relating 
to  proceedings  in  the  surrogate's 
court  (see,  8,  ehar*.  862,  Laws  of 
1863),  are  to  the  executor  himself, 
and  allow  him  to  charge  the  estate 
for  such  counsel  fees  as  he  has 
been  obliged  to  pay,  limited,  how- 
ever, by  the  rate  prescribed  by 
the  act.    (Id.) 

9.  It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
authority  of  an  attorney  in  an 
action  to  change  the  rights  of  his 
client,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be 
done  in  the  action  ;  he  cannot 
Justify  the  commencement  of 
another  action,  or  create  a  caiise 
of  action  against  his  client  which 
did  not  before  exist.  (Arthur  agt. 
ffamestead  F.  Ins.  Oo.,  78  N.  f., 
462.) 

lOi  Where  the  court  aaslniA  counsel 


to  defend  a  prisoner,  the  counsel's 
claim,  for  his  services,  is  not  a 
legal  charge  against  the  county. 
(ns^file  ex  ret.  Ransom  agt  Suprs, 
Ml.  Co.,l%N.  F.,  622.) 


BAIL. 

1.  The  plaintiff  in  error  upon  being 
brought  before  the  police  justice 
of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  acting 
as  a  court  of  special  sessions,  upon 
a  warrant  charging  him  with  the 
offence  of  petit  larcenv,  pleaded 
not  guilty,  and  the  said  plea  was 
duly  entered  in  the  minutes  of  the 
court.  The  case  was  then,  upon 
his  application,  twice  adjourned. 
On  the  last  adjourned  day  he  ap- 
peared and  stated  that  he  would 
waive  an  examination,  and  offered 
to  give  bail  to  appear  and  answer 
any  indictment  that  might  be 
found  against  him.  The  justice 
refused  to  permit  him  to  do  so, 
and  he  was  thereupon  tried  and 
convicted,  and  sentenced  for  the 
said  offence: 

Hetd,  that  the  accused  by  plead- 
ing to  the  charge,  without  object- 
ing,and  applying  for  and  obtaining 
two  adjournments,  had  waived  his 
right  to  waive  an  examination  and 
nve  bail.  (DoUike  agt  PtopU,  20 
Hun,  9a) 

2.  Chapter  890  of  1879.  Does  not 
restrict  the  power  of  a  justice  of 
the  supreme  court  to  admit  to  bail 
one  arrested  for  a  criminal  offense. 
(Pe<^exrel,Oomaford%;^IhUehm'^ 
20  .Bun,  241.) 

8.  The  exercise  of  the  power  given 
by  the  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statute  (2  12.  a,  728,  sec.  56),  au- 
thorizing a  lustice  of  the  supreme 
court  to  aamit  to  bail  a  person 
indicted  for  a  baUable  offense,  if 
the  court  having  cognizance  of  the 
offense  is  not,  at  the  time  sittinj^, 
is  not  restricted  to  the  county  in 
which  the  indictment  was  present- 
ed ;  and,  under  that  provision,  one 
arrested  upon  a  warrant  after  in- 
dictment may  be  admitted  to  bail 
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by  a  justice  in  the  county  where 
he  is  arrested,  although  the  indict- 
ment was  found  in  another  couuty. 
(The  JPoople  agt.  Clew,  77  N.  F., 
89.) 

4.  Said  provision  was  not  repealed 
or  altered  by  the  provision  of  the 
act  of  1830  {see.  62,  chap.  820,  Lam 
qf  1830).  providing  for  the  issuing 
of  warrants  of  arrest  after  indict- 
ment found,  which  prescribes  pro- 
ceedings upon  such  warrants  when 
served  in  a'  county  other  than  that 
in  which  the  indictment  was  pre- 
sented. The  purpose  of  the  later 
enactment  was  to  add  to,  not  to 
repeal,  alter  or  amend  the  former 
one.    (Id.) 

BANK 

1.  An  out  of  town  note  or  draft  de- 
posited with  a  bank  for  collection 
may  be  sent  by  mail  to  the  bank 
on  which  it  is  drawn  or  made 
payable,  provided  that  be  the  or- 
dinary method  of  transacting  such 
business.  Such  first-mentioned 
bank  is  authorized  to  surrender 
the  note  given  for  collection  to 
the  bank  upon  which  it  was  drawn 
on  receiving  its  draft  f«r  the 
amount.  (Nidig  agt.  NcUional  OUy 
Bank  of  Brooklyn,  ante,  10.) 

8.  In  an  action  aeainst  a  bank  for 
negligence,  while  acting  as  a  col- 
lection agent,  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  in  what  re- 
spect the  defendant  has  been  neg- 
ligent So  long  as  the  collecting 
agent  has  pursued  the  ordinary 
and  reasonable  methods  of  making 
the  collection,  it  is  free  from  fault 
What  is  sufficient  evidence  of 
agency  considered.  The  effect  of 
not  presenting  a  note  or  check 
payable  at  the  particular  place 
where  it  is  payable  discussed  and 
explained.  Payment  made  by 
check  or  note,  when  inoperative 
if  such  check  or  note  be  dis- 
honored. Effect  of  failure  of  the 
bank  pending  the  collection.  In- 
solvency must  be  proved  and  will 
not  be  presumed,    (id.) 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  A  dischan^  In  bankruptcy  may 
be  pleadedbv  a  simple  averment, 
that  on  the  day  of  its  date  it  was 
granted  to  the  bankrupt,  setting 
forth  a  copy  thereof.  In  such  a 
case  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  allege  the  facts  which 
show  that  the  court  of  bankruptcy 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  party  or 
of  the  suhlect-matter.  (OrvmoeU 
etal,  agt  Burr,  ants;  98.) 

2.  All  other  proceedings  which  are 
relied  upon  to  discharge  a  bank- 
rupt from  his  debts  must,  when 
pleaded,  be  accompanied  by  aver- 
ments which  show  that  the  court 
in  which  they  were  taken  had  ju- 
risdiction of  the  parties  and  of 
the  subject-matter.  Such  pro- 
ceedines  are  regarded  as  the  judg- 
ment of  an  inferior  court  of  special 
and  limited  jurisdiction,  or  as  a 
discharge  in  insolvency,  and  juris- 
diction must  be  shown  by  the 
averment  of  facts  which  con- 
ferred it     (Id.) 

3.  This  court  has  jurisdiction  in  all 
actions,  le^l  or  equitable,  brought 
by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  to 
recover  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt, or  to  determine  rights  to 
propierty  claimed  by  him  as  such 
assignee,  or  in  any  way  affecting 
the  same,  and  thejurisdiction  con- 
ferred upon  the  Federal  courts  by 
section  1  of  the  bankrupt  act  was 
not  exclusive.  Nor  does  the  sub- 
sequent amendment  to  that  sec- 
tion passed  June  22,  1874,  affect 
the  statute  in  this  respect  (Bu^ 
erford  agt  H&wey  et  oL,  ante,  281.) 

4.  An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  may 
maintain  an  action  for  partition. 

(Id.) 

6.  Leave  of  the  bankruptcy  court 
is  not  necessary  before  conunenc- 
ing  the  action.    (Id.) 

6.  The  two  years'  limitation  of  &e 
bankruptcy  act  has  no  application 
to  such  a  cafle  as  this.    The  suit 
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is  not  to  recover  property  in  dis- 
pute or  to  which  there  is  any  ad- 
verse claim,  but  it  is  brought  for 
the  purpose  of  ^ettinx  it  into  a 
situation  where  it  will  bring  the 
largest  sum  to  the  estate.    {Id.) 

7.  Nor  does  the  discharge  of  the 
bankrupt  restore  to  him  this  prop- 
erty.   {Id.) 

See  Savings  Bank& 

Hun  agt.  Carp  et  al.,  ante,  426. 

8.  This  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  for  services 
rendered  to,  and  for  lumber  con- 
verted by  the  defendant  as  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  of  one  Sisson.  In 
the  summons  and  complaint  the 
defendant  was  named  "as  as- 
signee," and  the  services  were 
alleged  to  have  been  rendered  to, 
and  the  property  to  have  been 
converted  by  him,  as  such  assignee ; 

Held,  that  for  services  rendered 
to  the  defendant  after  his  appoint- 
ment as  assignee,  and  for  property 
converted  by  him,  whether  or  not 
the  proceeds  were  applied  to  the 
use  of  the  bankrupt  estate,  he  was 
liable  individually  and  not  in  his 
representative  capacity  as  as- 
signee. That  the  allegations 
showing  that  the  defendant  was 
sued  as  assignee  and  not  individ- 
ually could  not  be  disregarded, 
and  that  the  complaint  must  be 
dismissed.  {Ori9U>oldtLgt.Wdtkins, 
20  Hun,  114.) 

9.  SenMe,  that  even  if  the  bankrupt's 
estate  could  be  held  liable  for  such 
acts  of  the  assignee,  the  United 
States  courts  would,  under  subdi- 
vision 6  of  section  711  of  the 
United  States  Revised  Statutes, 
have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  an 
action  to  reach  the  assets  of  t^e 
bankrupt    (Id,) 

10.  State  courts  have  jurisdiction  of 
an  action  by  an  assignee  fn  bank- 
ruptcv  to  set  aside  and  have  de- 
clared void  a  chattel  mortgage 
executed  by  the  bankrupt,  on  the 
ground    that    it    constitutes    a 


fraudulent  preference  within  the 
bankrupt  act,  and  to  compel  an 
accounting  on  the  part  of  the 
mortgi^ee;  it  is  not  a  matter  or 
proceeding  in  bankruptcy  within 
the  meaning  of  section  7  i  1  of  the 
United  States  Revised  Statutes. 
(Aneley  agt.  PaUemtm,!!  N.  T.,  156.) 

11.  The  remedy  given  by  the  bank- 
rupt act  (IT.  S,  R  8.,  eee.  51i0),  by 
application  to  the  district  court 
which  granted  a  discharge,  to  an- 
nul it,  applies  only  to  cases  where, 
upon  some  of  the  grounds  speci- 
fied, the  creditor  could  have  suc- 
cessfully opposed  the  granting  of 
the  discharge,  had  he  known  of 
the  facts  at  the  time  of  the  appli- 
cation.   {Pcntton  agt.  Lawrence,  77 

-y.  r.,  207.) 

12.  The  remedy  given  by  said  act 
is  exclusive  onfy  when  the  inva- 
lidity of  the  discharge  is  based  oa 
one  or  more  of  the  grounds  sped- 
fled  therein.    {Id.) 

18.  A  discharge  may  be  attacked  by 
a  creditor,  in  an  action  in  a  state 
court  to  recover  his  debt,  for  a 
fraud  which  is  not  one  of  those 
specified,  and  which  does  not  nec- 
essarilv  affect  its  validity  except 
as  to  the  creditor.    {Id.) 

14.  Where  a  discharge  in  bankrupt- 
cy is  pleaded,  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  wanting  the 
discharge,  to  entertain  the  pro- 
ceedings, is  an  issuable  fact.    {Id.) 

15.  It  aeema,  that  a  discharge  in 
bankruptcy  of  one  member  of  a 
co-partnership,  under  proceedings 
giving  no  schedule  of  firm  debts 
or  assets,  and  not  praying  for  a 
discharge  from  firm  liabilities, will 
not  relieve  the  bankrupt  from  such 
liabilities.    {Id.) 

16.  As  to  whether  it  bars  recourse 
to  the  separate  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt for  a  firm  debt,  quare.    (Id.) 

17.  An  action  for  the  conversion  of 
securities,  pledged  to  the  defend- 
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ant  as  collateral  Becurity  for  a 
loan,  is  barred  by  the  defendant's 
discharge  in  bankruptcy.  {Henne- 
guin  agt  Clews,  77  N.  T.,  427.) 

18.  The  cause  of  action  is  not  a  debt 
"created  by  the  fraud  ♦  *  ♦ 
of  the  bankrupt,  •  *  »  or 
while  acting  in  any  fiduciary  ca- 
pacity," within  the  meaning  of  the 
provision  of  the  bankrupt  act, 
declarinf^  that  such  debts  shall 
not  be  discharged  by  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy  {U.  S.  R.  8.,  iee. 
6117).    (Jd,) 


19.  The  word  "fraud,"  as  used  in 
said  provision,  means  an  active, 
express  fraud,  not  one  implied 
from  an  unjustifiable  or  illegal  act. 
(Id,) 


BBQUBBT8  TO  CORPORA- 
TIONS. 
See  Will 

Kerr  agt.  Dougherty,  ante,  44. 


BONA  FIDE  HOLDER 

1.  To  constitute  an  indorsee  of  ne- 
gotiable paper  a  holder  for  value 
so  as  to  exclude  the  equities  of 
antecedent  parties  he  must  have 
relinquished  some  right,  incurred 
some  responsibility  or  parted  with 
value  upon  the  credit  of  the  paper 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer.  {P7u»- 
rUan  Insurance  Company  agt. 
Chur^,  ante,  298.) 

• 

2.  If  the  Indorsee,  at  the  time  of  re- 
ceiving a  diverted  note,  surren- 
ders a  pastdue  check  held  by  him 
and  made  by  the  person  delivering 
such  diverted  note  he  becomes  a 
hona  fide  holder  for  value  and  is 
entitled  to  recover,  and  this 
whether  the  surrendered  note  be 
not  due  or  overdue.    {Id,) 

8.  The  rule,  however,  is  technical 
and  is  not  to  be  extended  to  a 
bank  check  surrendered  under 
similar  circumstancea    {Id,) 


4.  The  distinction  consists  in  this, 
that  the  note  is  given  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  debt  while  the 
check  is  not  Nor  is  it  even  a  se- 
curity for  it;  it  is  taken  in  place 
of  money.  Its  delivery  amounts 
to  a  representation  by  the  drawer 
that  tiiere  are  funds  in  the  bank 
upon  which  it  is  drawn  sufficient 
to  meet  it,  and  if  the  representa- 
tion proves  untrue  the  check  is  a 
false  token  and  does  not,  in  any 
sense,  pay  or  discharge  the  debt. 
{Id.) 

5.  The  courts  of  this  state  will  not 
take  judicial  notice  that  the  law  of 
another  state  differs  from  our 
own.    {Id.) 

6.  The  various  cases  reviewed  {See 
same  ease,  reported  wl.  56,  pp.  29, 
493).    {Id.) 


BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 

1.  This  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  certain  bonds, 
claimed  to  have  been  the  property 
of  his  intestate  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  which  were  held  by  the 
defendant,  and  which  she  had  re- 
fused to  deliver  upon  the  plaintiff^s 
demand.  The  answer  admitted 
the  plaintiff's  appointment  as  ad- 
ministrator and  that  the  intestate 
owned  the  bonds  in  his  life-time, 
but  averred  that  prior  to  his  de- 
cease they  became  the  property  of 
the  defendant  by  a  donatio  mortie 
causa,  and  that  she  then  took  and 
therea^r  continuously  kept  pos- 
session of  them: 

Eeid,  that  the  defendant  held 
the  affirmative,  and  that  the  bur- 
den of  establishing  the  alleged 
gift  rested  upon  her.  {CoTiMin 
agt.  ConkUn,  20  Hun,  278.) 

2.  The  defendant,  who  was  the 
widow  of  the  intestate,  testified 
that  a  few  days  before  his  death 
she  took  possession  of  the  bonds, 
and  kept  continuous  possession 
therQof  until  after  his  death,  when 
she  deposited  them  with  a  friend: 
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Held,  that  this  evidence  failed 
to  show,  as  between  a  husband 
and  his  wife,  a  change  of  the  title 
to  the  bonds,  or  in  any  legal  sense 
a  change  of  his  possession  thereof, 
and  was  insufficient  to  establish  a 
ift  from  the  husband  to  his  wife. 
Id.) 


s 


8.  Where,  in  an  action  to  recover 
property  delivered  to  a  warehouse- 
man, tlie  plaintiff  proves  a  refusal 
or  omission  on  the  part  of  the 
warehouseman  to  deliver  the  prop- 
erty after  the  same  has  been  duly 
demanded,  the  burden  of  proof 
is  shifted,  and  the  defendant  is 
bound  to  account  for  the  property 
and  excuse  his  omission  to  deliver 
the  same.  (Oolden  agt  Bomer,  20 
Hun,  488.) 

4  In  cases  where  contributory  negli- 
gence may  be  claimed,  the  absence 
mereof  is  part  of  the  plaintiff*8 
case,  and  the  burden  of  satisfying 
the  jury  on  that  point  is  upon 
plaintiff.  {Hale  agt  Smiih,  78  N. 
T.,  480.) 


CEMETERY  LOT. 

1.  Where  a  person  has  taken  a  con- 
veyance of  a  burial  lot,  and  has 
made  interments  therein  of  the 
dead  of  his  family,  it  is  in  such 
condition  that  it  cannot  be  mort- 
gaged to  secure  the  payment  of  a 
debt  or  the  return  of  money  bor- 
rowed. (Tkampacm  agt.  uiekey, 
ante,  434 ) 


CERTIORARI 

1.  A  writ  of  certiorari  will  not'  lie 
to  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
New  York  to  correct  alleged  errors 
of  the  board  of  assessors,  or  of 
the  board  of  revision  and  correc- 
tion of  assessments  therein.  {Peo- 
fjiU  ex  rel.  Bobbitu  agt.  Mayor,  20 
Hun,  78.) 

S.  The  writ  must  be  directed  to  the 
board  having  the  matter  in  chfurge 


at  the  time  it  issues   from   the 
court.    {Id.) 

8.  A  certiorari,  to  review  summary 
proceedings  for  a  forcible  entry 
and  detainer,  may  be  issued  after 
the  defendant  had  traversed  the 
inquisition,  and  before  the  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  said  traverse 
have  been  completed.  {People  ex 
rd.  Pierce  agt  UonU,  20  Hun,  4(K).) 

4.  Where  assessors  for  a  local  im- 
provement adopt  the  correct  legal 
rule,  ».  e.,  that  all  property  bene- 
fited must  be  assessed,  an  error  in 
determining  what  property  is  in 
fact  benefited  must  be  reviewed 
and  corrected  by  certiorari  nol  by 
suit  {Kennedy  agt  OUy  of  TVoy, 
77  N.  Y.,  493.) 

5.  It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
supreme  court  to  grant  or  with- 
hold a  common  law  certiorari,  and 
its  discretion  cannot  be  reviewed. 
{Pfople  ex  rel.  Hudeon  agt.  Bd,  Fire 
Comrs.,11  N.  T.,  605.) 

6.  An  unreasonable  delay  in  apply- 
ing for  the  writ  may  be  a  ground 
for  refusing  it,  and  for  quashing  it 
even  after  a  hearing  on  the  return 
thereto.    {Id.) 


CITIZENSHIP. 

1.  Where  a  person  asking  to  be  reg- 
istered claims  to  be  a  citizen  by 
virtue  of  the  naturalizatipn  of  his 
parents,  the  best  evidence  of  the 
naturalization  of  the  parent  would 
be  the  original  certificate  of  natu- 
ralization, or  a  duplicate  thereof, 
when  it  can  be  obtained.  But  a 
party  may,  in  the  matter  of  prov- 
ing his  citizenship,  resort  to 
secondary  evidence  when  prelim- 
inary evidence  cannot  be  obtained. 
{Ihe  People  ex  rel.  O'DonneU  agt 
McNdUy,  ante,  500.) 

2.  Where  the  relator  stated  to  the 
inspectors,  under  oath,  that  he 
was  bom  in  Ireland,  and  is  of  full 
age;  that  he  came  to  this  countiy 
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when  he  was  about  five  or  six 
years  old;  that  his  father  was  a 
citizen  as  early  as  1853,  and  that 
he  has  seen  his  father  vote,  but  is 
unable  to  give  the  date  of  his 
father's  certificate  of  naturaliza- 
tion, although  he  had  seen  it;  that 
the  relator  has  voted  in  this  city 
for  the  last  fifteen  years,  and  Uiat 
he  claimed  the  right  to  be  regis- 
tered on  the  ground  of  his  father 
having  been  naturalized  long  be- 
fore the  relator  became  of  ase; 
that  his  father  had  been  dead  For 
over  twenty  years: 

HM,  that  in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing impeaching  the  relator's  tes- 
timony, his  oath  is  prima  facU 
evidence  of  the  truth  of  his  state- 
ments, and  a  case  is  made  out  in 
which  it  is  impossible  for  the  per- 
son seeking  registration  to  pro- 
duce the  certificate  of  naturaliza- 
tion of  his  father. 

Held^  further,  that  in  such  a  case 
the  party  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  secondary  evidence  to  establish 
his  rigbt  to  vote,  and  that  the  al- 
leged elector  is  Just  as  competent 
to  prove  that  fact  as  he  is  to  prove 
that  he  is  a  native  bom  citizen,  is 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  his  place 
of  birth,  his  residence  and  that  he 
has  lived  for  the  requisite  time  in 
the  state,  county  and  election  dis- 
trict   (Id.) 


CODE  OP  PROCEDURE. 

1.  Section  11 — Beiorean  action  of 
trespass  can  be  MA  to  affect  the  ti- 
tle to  real  estate,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  tlie  provision  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure  (Bee.  \\,  as  amend- 
ed by  chapter  323,  Laws  of  1874), 
limiting  appeals  to  this  court,  the 
issues,  trial  and  judgment  must  be 
such  as  to  determine  or  establish 
the  title  in  favor  of  one  party  or 
the  other.  {ScuUy  agt  oanders, 
TtN.  r.,  598.) 

3.  Section  91,  subdivision  5— Stat- 
ute of  limitations — When  amend- 
ments thereto  are  applicable  to 
existing  causes  or  action.     (See 


Dubois  agt.  CUy  of  Kingston^  20 
Bun,  500.) 

8.  Section  94 --Statute  of  limita- 
tions—  What  amendments  there- 
to are  applicable  to  existing  causes 
of  action.  (See  Dubois  agt.  City 
of  Kingston,  20  Hun,  500.) 

4.  Section  99— The  provision  of  this 
section  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
declaring  that  an  action  shall  be 
deemed  commenced,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, vmen  the  summons  is  deliv- 
ered to  the  sheriff  or  other  officer 
with  intent  that  it  shall  actuallv 
be  served,  applied  only  to  defend- 
ants who  were  parties  to  the  action 
at  the  time  of  such  delivery, or  who 
were  made  imrties  before  the  stat- 
ute had  run  against  the  claim  upon 
which  the  action  was  brought 
Such  delivery  of  the  summons  did 
not  prevent  the  running  of  the 
statute  in  favor  of  persons  who, 
although. liable  upon  the  obliga- 
tion sued  upon,  were  not  named 
as  defendants  in  the  summons; 
and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
omission  was  by  design  or  through 
ignorance,  mistake  or  inadvert- 
ence. 

So,  also,  where  by  order  amend- 
ing the  summons  a  new  party  de- 
fendant was  brought  in,  the  suit 
was  only  commenced  as  to  him 
when  thus  brought  in;  and  if  be- 
tween the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  as  to  the  oriffi- 
nal  parties,  and  the  time  when  ue 
new  defendant  was  brought  in, 
the  period  of  limitation  had  ex- 
pired, a  plea  of  the  statute  in  bar 
of  his  liability  is  good.  (Shaw 
agt.  dock,  78  if.  r.,  194.) 

5.  Sections  172, 272— A  referee  had 
power,  under  these  sections  of 
Code  of  Procedure,  on  motion 
made  at  the  close  of  the  evidence 
in  a  case,  to  allow  an  amendment 
of  a  pleadinff  so  as  to  conform  it 
to  the  proo^  where  it  does  not 
substantially  change  the  cause  of 
action  or  defense. 

Where  the  referee,  without  ob- 
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Jection  on  the  part  of  the  opposite 
part^,  resenrcxi  his  decision  on 
motion  made  for  such  an  amend- 
ment, and  granted  it  on  deciding 
the  case: 

Ildd,  proper.  (Chapin  et  aL 
Bgt.  DobBon,  78  N,  T„  74.) 

6.  Section  285  —  Attachment  of  a 
Judgment — Service  of  warrant — 
when  it  must  be  made  on  the 
debtor  himself — the  attorney  not 
"  an  individual  holding  "  the  judg- 
ment, within  meaning  of  said 
section.  {See  Matter  ofFlandrow, 
20  Hun,  36.) 

7.  Section  802  —  The  court  has  no 
power  to  release  a  defendant  held 
under  an  execution  against  his 
person,  because  of  his  inability  to 
endure  the  imprisonment. 

Section  802  of  the  Code  au- 
thorizing the  release  of  a  person 
committed  for  a  contempt,  in 
case  of  his  inability  "to  endure 
the  imprisonment,"  is  not  applica- 
ble to  one  who  is  suffering  from 
a  malarial  fever,  but  only  to  one 
suifering  from  a  disease  in  the 
nature  of  a  slow  wasting,  a  steady 
diminution  of  the  vital  forces, 
tending,  unless  arrested  by  sun- 
light, open  air,  proper  exercise,  or 
the  enjoyment  of  freedom,  to  a 
complete  destruction  of  his  con- 
stitution, and,  as  a  not  remote  con- 
sequence, death.  (Moore  agt. 
McMahan,  20  Hun,  44.) 

8.  Section  305  —  Defendants  who 
sever  in  their  defense  and  all  of 
whom  succeed  are  entitled  to  sepa- 
rate bills  of  costs  under  this  section 
as  matter  of  law,  subject,  how- 
ever, to  the  power  of  the  court  to 
confine  them  to  one  bill  in  case  it 
should  be  made  to  appear  that 
they  had  made  their  separate  de- 
fenses coUusivelv  to«enhance  costs. 
( WUUaine  agt.  doMody  et  al.,  ante, 
490.) 

9.  Section  809— Under  the  Judici- 
ary act  the  poundage  of  the  referee 
on  foreclosure  and  sale  is  limited 
to  ten   dollars,    and   is   not  in- 


creased by  the  act  of  1876 
amending  this  section  of  the  Code 
of  ProcMure. 

This  amendment  does  not  ptoe 
the  right  to  such  fees  or  pound- 
age, but  is  merely  a  limitation  of 
the  fees  or  poundage  allowable, 
the  right  thereto  being  dependent 
upon  other  statutory  provisions. 

If  the  seventy-seventh  section 
of  the  iudiciary  is  repealed  the 
referee  is  remitted  to  the  three  dol- 
lars per  day  under  the  general  rule 
as  to  referees'  fees.  {Birge  agt 
Ainmoorth  et  al.,  ante,  473.) 

10.  Section  800  — Additional  allow> 
ance  —  when  a  case  is  difficult  and 
extraordinary  so  as  to  justify  iL 
(See  MorriMn  agt  Agate,  20  Bun^ 
23.) 

11.  Section  818 — An  oral  agreement 
between  the  parties  to  an  action  on 
trial  before  a  referee,  entered  by  a 
stenographer  upon  his  minutes, 
leaving  it  to  the  referee  to  fix  his 
own  compensation,  is  not  an  agree- 
ment in  writing  by  the  parties  for 
another  rate  of  compensation  than 
that  prescribed,  such  as  is  author- 
ized by  the  provision  of  this  sec- 
tion regulating  referees'  fees. 

If  such  an  agreement  can  be  con- 
sidered one  in  writing,  it  is  not 
binding  as  it  does  not  nx  any  rate 
of  compensation. 

The  cases  holding  that  oral 
agreements  between  parties  or 
their  attorneys,  made  in  open 
court,  in  respect  to  matters  con- 
nected witb  the  litigation,  are 
binding  and  will  be  enforced,  have 
no  application  to  such  an  agree- 
ment, as  it  has  reference  to  a 
matter  wholly  collateral  to  the  liti- 
gation which  is  regulated  by 
statute.  (First  National  Bank  agt 
Thmqfo  et  al„  77  N,  7.,  476.) 

12.  Section  848  —  This  plea  was  in- 
terposed in  an  action  upon  an 
undertaking  given  on  appeal.  It 
appeared  that  a  former  action  had 
been  brought,  the  complaint  in 
which  omitted  to  allege  that  notice 
of  Judgment  had  b^n  served  as 
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required  by  this  section  of  the 
G(Kle of  Procedure;  the  complaint 
was  demurred  to  and  demurrer 
sustained  because  of  this  omission; 
and  before  the  commencement  of 
the  second  action  the  former  suit 
had  proceeded  to  final  judgment 
on  the  demurrer,  which  judgment 
remained  unsatisfied.  iNotice  of 
judgment  was  served  after  the 
commencement  of  the  first  and 
prior  t^  the  second  action* 

Held,  that  the  plea  was  not  sus- 
tained; also  that  the  former  judg- 
ment was  not  a  bar.  {Porter  agt. 
Kiiigsbury  et  cd.,  77  H.  K,  164.) 

18.  Section  371  —  Judgment  in  jus- 
lice's  court  —  who  entitled  to  costs 
on  a  partial  affirmance  of  such 
judgment  by  the  county  court. 
{See  Ghapin agt.  Skeel,  20 HunM'^) 

14.  Section  875— The  proceeding 
provided  for  by  this  section  to 
bind  a  joint  debtor  not  originally 
summoned  is  a  special  statutory 
proceeding,  and  a  party  defendant 
is  entitled  to  twenty  days*  notice, 
and  this  although  the  suit  be  in 
the  marine  court.  (Kerruxshan  agt. 
Bland,  ante,  97.) 

15.  Section  890  —  In  an  action  upon 
a  promissory  note,  the  defense 
was,  in  substance,  that  defendants 
purchased  for  plaintiff,  and  with 
her  money,  certain  United  States 
bonds;  that  she,  not  desiring  to 
be  known  as  the  purchaser,  they 
were  bought  in  a  defendants 
name,  and  left  in  their  hands  for 
safe  keeping,  the  note  being  given 
as  a  means  of  insuring  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  bonds  when  called  for, 
or  of  obtaining  a  compensation 
therefor  if  they  were  withheld; 
and  that  the  bonds  were  subse- 
quently delivered  to  plaintiff's 
husband,  who  was  her  authorized 
agent.  Upon  the  trial  one  of  the 
defendants  was  allowed  to  testify 
to  conversations  with  plaintiff  s 
husband,  who  was  then  deceased, 
in  one  of  which  he  requested  wit- 
ness to  go  and  purchase  the  bonds 
in  his  own  name.    No  authority 


had  then  been  shown  in  plaintiffs 
husband  to  act  for  her,  and  the 
evidence  was  objected  to  on  that 
ground;  the  authority  was  subse- 

?[uently  proved,  and  it  appeared 
rom  the  record  that  the  trial  court 
knew  that  this  should  be  estab- 
lished before  the  declarations  were 
competent: 

Held,  that  the  objection  was 
simply  to  the  order  of  proof,  which 
is  always  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  so  was  untenable. 

Also,  held^  that  the  testimony 
was  relevant. 

The  testimony  was  also  objected 
to  as  in  violation  of  the  spirit  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure. 

Held,  untenable.  (Platner  agt 
PkUner  et  al,  78  N.   7.,  90.) 

16.  Section  899  —  In  an  action  by  a 
grantee  of  mortgaged  premises  to 
have  the  mortgage  canceled  as 
paid,  declarations  of  the  mortga- 
gor while  the  owner  and  in  pos- 
session, as  to  payments  made  by 
him  on  the  mortgage,  are  not  com- 
petent as  evidence  against  plaintiff. 

One,  through  whom  the  plain- 
tiff in  such  action  derived  title, 
is  incompetent,  under  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure  to  tes- 
tify as  to  declarations  made  by 
the  mortgagor,  he  being  at  the 
time  deceased.  (Foote  agt.  Beeeher, 
78  N,  r.,  155.) 

17.  Sebtion  399  — The  surety  upon 
the  bond  of  a  non-resident  exec- 
utor is  interested  in  the  event  of 
the  accounting  of  his  principal, 
within  the  meaning  \)f  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 

Accordingly  held,  that  such  a 
surety  was  incompetent  to  testify, 
as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  ex- 
ecutor, to  a  personal  transaction 
or  communication  between  him 
and  the  deceased.  (AfiUer  agt. 
Montgomery  etal.,  78  JV.  T.,  282.) 

CODE  OF  CIVIL  PROCEDURE. 

1.  Sections  25,  62  and  58  —  Sum- 
mary proceedings  under  the  slat- 
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utes  to  recover  the  possession  of 
lands,  Ac.,  commenced  before  one 
marine  court  justice  may  be  con- 
tinued before  another  by  consent 
of  the  parties.  {People  ex  rel.  Jack- 
son agt.  McAdam,  ante,  465.) 

2.  Section  1 49 —A  defendant's  right 
to  the  jail  liberties  under  this  sec- 
tion, is  not  in  the  least  affected  by 
a  direction  that  he  give  an  under- 
taking in  the  form  prescribed  by 
subdivision  1  of  section  575.  if 
the  defendant  does  not  desire  to 
to  give  the  bail  required  by  the 
order  to  effect  his  discharare,  he 
has  a  perfect  right  to  offer  the 
limit  bond  under  this  section,  and 
the  sheriff  would  be  bound  to 
accept  it.  {BoudcauU  agt.  Bond- 
eandt,  ante,  ISL.) 

8.  Section  183  —  Bv  an  amendment 
of  this  section  the  defendant  has 
twenty  days  after  the  service  of 
the  order  of  arrest,  to  move  to 
vacate  the  same.  (Kohn  agt  Burt- 
nett,  ante,  410.) 

4.  Section  190 — An  order  vacating 
and  setting  aside  an«i;  parte  order 
discharging  an  assignee  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  and  his  sure- 
ties from  all  liability  to  the  credit- 
ors, and  canceling  his  bond,  is  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
is  not  reviewable  here. 

Such  an  order  also  is  not  appeal- 
able, ash  is  not  a  final  order  with- 
in the  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  (9nb.  8,  mc,  190), 
regulating  appeals  to  this  court. 
(Matt^ofHorsfaJUU,llN.  r.,514.) 

6.  Section  \¥L  — Where,  in  an  action 
for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adul- 
tery, trial  is  had  before  a  referee, 
and  jud^ent  rendered  upon  his 
report  m  favor  of  deiendant, 
which  IS  reversed  by  the  general 
term  on  questions  of  fact  and  a 
new  trial  ordered,  the  order  of 
general  term  is  appealable  to  this 
court,  the  appellant  giving  the 
usual  stipulation  required  by  this 
section  of  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure. (Gbf^ar agt  Conger,  Tl  K  F., 
482.) 


6.  Section  420  —  Under  this  sec- 
tion, judgment  by  default  in  an 
action  for  conversion,  can  be  en- 
tered only  on  application  to  the 
court  iUorton  agt.  LaJhu,  ante, 
451) 

7.  Section  440 — Order  for  service 
of  summons  by  publicat  ion — when 
sufficient  — designatioir  of  news- 

gapers.    {See  Green  agt.  Squire; 
O  Hun,  15.) 

8.  Section  448  —  That  there  is  a  mis- 
joinder of  parties  defendant  is  not 
a  ground  of  demurrer.  Tlie  de- 
fect of  parties  defendant  for  which 
a  demurrer  may  be  interposed  im- 
der  this  section,  is  a  deficiency. 
{FUh  agt.  Hose,  ante,  288.) 

9.  8ecHon448  — if  «w»M,  that  where 
there  is  a  pressing  need  to  enforce 
a  lien  for  the  benefit  of  th<3  trust, 
one  of  several  trustees,  as  sole 
plaintiff,  may  bring  an  action  for 
that  purpose,  when  his  associates 
will  not  join;  in  which  case  they 
may  be  made  def  endanta  {Boekes 
9^  Hathom,  78  N.  F.,  222.) 

10.  Section  452**  Right  of  one  in- 
terested in  an  action  to  be  made  a 
party  thereto — when  such  right 
is  absolute.  {See  Barle  agt.  Bart, 
20  Hun,  75.) 

11.  Section  458 — Where  aa  actUm 
is  brought  by  the  attorney-general 
to  vacate  the  charter  of  a  railroad 
corporation,  which  has  leased  a 
portion  of  its  road  to  another  com- 
pany, the  lessee  has  such  an  inter- 
est in  the  subject  of  the  action  and 
in  the  real  estate  to  be  affected  by 
thejudgmentas  to  entitle  it,  under 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  upon  application  for 
that  purpose,  to  be  made  a  party 
defendant. 

This  is  especially  so  when  the 
interests  of  the  lessor  are  protected 
by  stipulations  rendering  the  judg- 
ment innocuous  as  to  it,  thougn 
fatal  to  the  rights  of  the  lessee, 
and  where  there  is  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  the  lessor  is  not  unfriend- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  RBSPORTB. 


MS 


Digest 


]j  to  9uch  a  judgment.  (The  Peo- 
pU  agt.  AVbany  arid  Yermoni  M.  R 
Co.,  TIN.  r,  232.) 

12.  Sections  624,  526 —Denial  of 
allegations  in  the  complaint  may 
be  made  upon  information  and 
l)e]ief. 

A  party  has  no  ri^ht  to  interpose 
an  unqualified  denial  in  a  yermca- 
tion,  unless  it  be  founded  upon 

gersonal  knowledge,  and  where  he 
as  not  personal  knowledge,  but 
has  knowledge  or  information 
sufficient  to  form  a  belief,  he  is 
not  onl^  permitted  but  bound,  at 
.  his  pent,  to  deny  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief.  (Brotherton  agt. 
Datoney,  ante,  206.) 

18.  Section  640 — Under  this  section 
Judgment  hjf  default  in  an  action 
for  conversion  can  be  entered  only 
on  application  to  the  court.  {Ear- 
ton  agt.  La  DtUf  ante,  454.) 

14.  Section  549 — An  action  ajrainst 
a  common  carrier  for  loss  of  bag- 
gage, when  founded  on  the  breacn 
of  the  earner's  legal  duty  is  in 
tort,  and  for  an  injury  to  property 
and  within  this  section  of  the  Codie 
of  Civil  Procedure  and  not  on  con> 
tract.  (OaUin  agt.  Adinmdack 
Co.,  20  Hun,  19). 

16.  Sections  649,  550,  567  and  558» 
as  amended  by  chapter  542  ol 
1879  —  On  arrest  for  fraud  in  con- 
tracting a  debt  —  the  facts  estab- 
lishing the  fraud  must  be  alleged 
in  the  complaint.  (See  Hecht  agt. 
Levy,  20  Eun,  58.) 

16.  Section  549— Where,  in  aa  affi- 
davit upon  which  an  CH^der  of  ar- 
rest is  granted,  the  facts  are  stated 
positivdy,  not  on  information  and 
oelief,  are  not  denied  or  disputed 
by  defendant  when  opportunity  is 
a&orded,  and  the  facts  alleged  are 
not  such  that  the  affiant  could  not 
by  any  possibility  have  sufficient 
knowledge  of  to  verify,  an  appel- 
late court,  sitting  in  review  of  the 
order,  may  take  the  facts  as  stated. 
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Where  facts  are  thus  positiveij 
i^rmed,  the  affiant  is  npt  required 
to  state  the  source  of  his  knowl- 
ed^  or  his  means  of  information; 
this  is  necessary  only  where  Uyo 
facts  are  stated  on  information  ana 
belief.  (PiiBrean  agt  Freeman,  77 
N.  T„  589.) 

17.  Section  650  —  Subdivision  4  of 
this  section  was  intended,  and  is  a 
substitute,  for  the  writ  of  neewaL 
As  the  Judgment  in  a  divorce  suit 
may  require  the  performance  of 
an  act,  tne  neglect  or  refusal  to 
perform  which  would  be  punisha- 
ble by  the  court  as  a  contempt,  the 
case  IS  brought  within  subdivision 
4  of  this  section.  (BottdeatUt  agt 
Bi»ieie(wlt,.ante,  181.) 

18.  Section  676 — An  order  of  arrest 
Ib  not  irregular  which  prescribes 
the  form  of  undertaking  as  di- 
rected in  subdivision  one  of  this 
section.  (Boudeemlt  agt.  Baud- 
eattU,  ante,  181.) 

19.  Section  676 —Where  the  defend- 
ant was  held  on  an  order  of  arrest, 
a  motion  having  been  made  upon 
affidavits  to  vacate  the  order  of 
arrest,  a  reference  was  ordered, 
and  pending  the  reference  the  ac- 
tion was  tried  and  judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  amount  of  the 
debts  and  costs,  the  judge  dedin- 
ing  to  hear  evidence  on  the  ques- 
tion of  fraud.  An  execution 
having  been  issued  against  the 
person  of  defendant,  a  motion  was 
made  to  set  it  aside: 

Held,  that  the  application  was 
made  in  this  case  before  judgment 
and  in  season.  The  judgment  only 
determined  the  fact  and  amount  of 
the  defendant's  indebtedness,  and 
not  necessarily  what  kind  of  exe- 
cution may  be  issued  to  enforce 
it  The  question  whether  the  ex- 
ecution could  be  issued  against  the 
body  could  only  be  determined  in 
this  action  by  the  existence  of  the 
order  of  arrest  after  the  defend- 
ant had  lost  the  right  to  move  to 
vacate  such  order.  (Kohn  agt 
BurtneU,  ante,  410.) 
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SO.  Section  (M)l  — Special  term  has 
power  to  grant  sheriff  such  farther 
time,  after  answer,  as  it  deems 
Just,  to  surrender  a  defendant 
charged  in  execntion.  (JknigUu 
agt  Habentra,  ante,  194.) 

9i.  Section  604 -—Where  the  action 
was  to  recover  damages  for  false 
representations  made  by  the  de- 
fendants, except  H.,  by  which 
plaintiffs  parted  with  a  huge 
amonnt  of  goods,  and  while  judg- 
ment is  asked  against  the  defend- 
ants, other  than  H.,  for  the 
amount  so  lost,  the  suit  is  against 
H.  to  restrain  liim  from  parting 
with,  or  disposing  of,  goods  as- 
.fligned  to  him,  pending  the  action : 
BM,  tliat  under  a  proper  con- 
struction of  section  004,  subdivi- 
sion 2,  an  inlunction  should  not 
be  nranted.  (Jerome  Co,  agt.  Loebe 
4iCo,6taJL,  ante,  S06.) 

88.  Section  686 — An  attachment  is 
bad  ad  initio  where  the  affidavit 
omits  to  state  as  required  by  tMs 
section,  that  the  plaintiff'  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  sum  speci- 
fied over  and  above  all  counter- 
claims known  to  him.  [DonfuU 
agt  WiUiameeiaL,  ante,  68.) 

98.  Section  683  — A  mere  levy  under 
an  execution  is  not  such  an  actual 
appllication  of  the  attached  prop- 
erty or  the  proceeds  thereof,  under 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  as  to  bar  the  right  of 
the  subsequent  lienor  to  move  to 
vacate  the  same,  as  provided  in 
this  section. 

The  language  of  (his  section  of 
the  Code  means  an  actual  and 
real  application  of  the  proper^  or 
its  proceeds,  as  distinguished  from 
a  constructive  one. 

While  the  property  remains, 
before  it  has  been  actually  trans- 
ferred to  the  ];flaintiff ,  or  in  case 
of  sale,  before  its  proceeds  liave 
gone  to  him.  it  is  possible  for  the 
court  to  control  and  detennine 
the  liens  upon  it,  flxingtheir  order 
and  enforcing  their  payment  on 
itiie  one  han<C  or  discharging  or 


removing  them  on  the  other  (ctf 
flmung&a,S8Hou>„A3d).  (Wood- 
maneee  et  al,  agt  Bogen,  ante,  402.) 

34.  Section  724->A  case  which  the 
provision  of  this  section  permit- 
ting the  court  to  relieve  a  party 
from  a  Judgment  order,  or  oUier 
proceedmg  within  one  year  after 
notice,  does  not  affect  as  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  prohibition, 
courts  have  always  control  over 
their  own  proceedings  (in  Mat- 
ter of  City  of  Buffalo,  78  K  T,  362.) 

25.  Section  740  —  An  offer  of  judg- 
ment signed  by  defendant's  attor- 
ney, to  which  no  affidavit  showii^ 
his  authority  to  make  it  is  annexe<C 
as  required  by  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is  invalid. 
{Rtggs  agt  WaydeU,  78  N.  F., 
586.) 

26.  Section  749— An  offer  of  Judg- 
ment signed  by  defendants*  attor- 
ney, to  which  no  affidavit  showing 
his  authority  to  make  it  is  annexe(( 
as  required  by  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  is  in- 
valid. (^g$  agt.  WaifdeU  et  al, 
TSIf,  T.,m.) 

27.  Section  757,  as  amended  by 
chapter  642  of  1879,  is  only  apph- 
cable  to  the  case  of  a  sole  plaintiff 
or  defendant — words  "sole  de- 
fendant'* cannot  be  construed  as 
meaning  "all  defendants."  (See 
Ooit  agt.  Campbea,  20  ffun,  50.) 

Ou(Bre — as  to  how  far  the  court 
is  Dound  under  this  section,  as 
amended,  to  allow  a  continuance 
of  Uie  action  in  all  cases,  no  matter 
how  great  the  laches  of  which  the 
applicant  has  been  guilty.     (Id.) 

28.  Section  758 —The  provision  of 
this  section  of  the  Cfode  of  Civil 
Procedure,  providing  that  the 
estate  of  one  jointly  liable  with 
others  shall  not  be  mscharged  by 
his  death,  does  not  affect  contracts 
entered  into  before  its  passage. 
The  provision  is  not  merely  reme- 
dial, as  it  imposes,  in  some  cases, 
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an  obligation  where  none  existed 
before. 

Where,  therefore,  after  action 
brought  against  two  sureties  upon 
a  joint  undertaking  given  upon 
appeal  prior  to  the  passage  of  said 
Code,  one  of  the  defendants  died, 
heid,  that  his  liability  ceased  upon 
his  death;  and  that  a  motion  to 
revive  the  action  against  his  execu- 
tors, and  to  substitute  them  as 
defendants,  made  after  said  Code 
went  into  effect,  was  properly 
denied.  (BandaU  agt  Sackett,  77 
N.  T.,  480.) 

.  Sections  768,  765, 1010  and  1022 
—  The  decision  intended  by  sec- 
tions 768,  765,  1010  and  1023  of 
the  Code  is  the  written  findings 
of  facts  and  the  legal  conclusions 
with  the  direction  for  the  final 
Judgment  to  be  entered,  and 
which  must  constitute  a  part  of 
the  judgment  rolL 

Until  such  a  decmon  is  signed 
and  filed  the  cause  is  not  removed 
fit>m  the  authority  of  the  trial 
court,  but  remains  within  its  con- 
trol ;  and  although  the  justice  ma^ 
have  signed  and  delivered  his 
opinion  stating  the  facts  and  con- 
clusions, and  the  judgment  that 
should  be  entered,  other  and  dif- 
ferent findings  and  conclusions 
may  properly  be  made  and  a  dif- 
ferent Judgment  be  directed  from 
that  statea  to  be  proper  in  the 
opinion  {See  Weyman  afft.  Tlw 
Jxational  Broadfoay  Bank,  ante, 
881).  (Adam$  agt  IfeOis,  ante, 
885.) 


aO.  Sections  768, 1210— On  March 
24, 1876,  pUdntifl  obtained  a  ver- 
dict against  defendant  Judgment 
was  suspended  until  exceptions 
could  be  heard  at  general  term. 
They  were  arfi:ued  m  November, 
1876,  and  in  May,  1877,  the  excep- 
tions were  overruled  and  judg- 
ment ordered  on  verdict.  The 
defendant  died  after  argument  and 
before  decision.  Plaintiff,  follow- 
ing the  practice  prescribed  by  the 
Code  or  Civil  Procedure  {seeUaru 
768, 1210),  entered  up  judgment  in 


the  names  of  the  ori^nal  parties. 
In  March,  1870,  the  general  term, 
on  application  of  plaintiff,  granted 
an  Older  vacating  the  judgment, 
and  directing  that  it  be  ''re-entered 
nunc  pro  tunc  tss  of  the  day  when 
the  said  verdict  was  rendered:" 
Held,  error;  that  the  case  was 
within  the  said  provisions  of  the 
Code,  and  that  the  general  term 
had  no  power  to  make  the  order. 
(Ihumiff  agt  Dunn,  77  2f.  T.,  615.) 

81  Section  766— Where  a  party 
dies  before  the  "  decision  "  is  actu- 
ally signed  or  rendered  against 
him,  in  a  cause  tried  before  the 
court,  such  decision  and  all  sub- 
sequent proceedings,  including  the 
judgment  entered  thereon,are  void 
un<fer  this  section  of  the  Code, 
although  an  opinion  in  duplicate 
directing  the  findings  of  facts  and 
conclusions  of  law,  and  givinff 
the  reasons  therefor,  was  signed 
and  delivered  by  the  justice  to  the 
respective  attorneys  while  such 
party  was  living.  (Adame  agt 
Mem,  ante,  885.) 

82.  Section  770  —Under  this  section, 
in  the  first  judicial  dOstrict,  a  mo- 
tion, which  ebewhere  must  be 
made  in  court,  may  be  made  to  a 
judge  out  of  court,  except  for  a 
new  trial  upon  the  ments.  An 
application  for  an  order  of  arrest 
may  be  so  made.  (BoudeavU  agt 
BoudeauU,  ante,  181.) 

88.  Section  799  — An  order  for  the 
inspection  of  books,  as  also  an 
oroer  to  show  cause  why  an  answer 
should  not  be  stricken  out  because 
of  a  failure  to  comply  with  such 
order  for  inspection,  mar  be  served 
on  the  attorney.  (See  Boeener  agt 
New  York  Museum  Aeeoeiaikm,  20 
Bun,  182.) 

84.  SectionSOS- Directors  of  a  cor- 
poration cannot  be  required  to 
produce  before  trial,  for  the  in- 
spection of  the  opposite  party,  the 
bDoks  of  the  corporation,  or  to 
give  him  sworn  copies  of  entries 
therein,  under  the  provision  of 


S48 


NSW  YOKK  FRACTICB  BBPORTS. 


Digea). 


this  section  authorizing  the  court 
te  compel  such  proauction  or 
copy  by  "a  partv  to  an  action. 
{Boirman  agt.  AuarUie  and  Pao^ 
B.R.  Go.,7SN.  r..  599.) 

85.  Section  812— Who  axe  house- 
holders within  the  9ieaning  of 
this  section.  {Delcmai&r  agt 
Bryne,  ante,  71.) 

U.  Section  8129— One  Cornelia  Wol 
ford  died  leaving  a  will  by  which 
she  devised  all  her  property  to 
Harah  A.  Schoonmaker,  and  ap- 
pointed the  said  Sarah  and  her 
husband  executors  thereof.  An 
iipplication  made  by  the  execu- 
tors for  the  probate  of  the  will 
^as  opposed  by  the  three  broth- 
ers of  the  decei^sed,  her  only 
heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin,  on 
tbe  ground  that  she  was  of  un- 
sound mind  and  incapable  of 
making  a  wiU.  tJpon  the  hearing 
one  01  ^e  brothers  was  allowed 
by  the  surrogate,  i^inst  the  ob- 
jection and  exception  of  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  will,  to  testify  as 
to  personal  transactions  had  with 
the  deceased.  Subsequently  the 
other  brothers  were  allowed  to 
give  similar  testimony,  without 
any  specific  obiection  to  it  being 
made  or  exception  to  it  taken  by 
the  said  proponents. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  a  decree 
of  the  surro^te  refusing  to  admit 
the  said  will  to  probate,  held,  that 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 

*  Procedure  forbidding  any  person 
interested  in  the  event  of  an  action 
or  special  proceeding  from  testify- 
ing in  his  own  behalf  as  to  any 
personal  transactions  or  commun- 
ications with  the  deceased,  as 
ilgainst  his  executor,  or  any  per- 
son interested  through  or  under 
him,  was  applicable  to  surrogates* 
courts. 

That  although  technically  the 
proponents  were  neither  executors 
of  or  legatees  under  the  will  until 
it  was  admitted  to  probate,  yet, 
^  it  was  well  executed  as  regarded 
aU  legal  formalities,  they  held 
before  the  surrogate  the  position 


of  executors  and  legatees,  and 
were  protected  by  the  said  section. 
That  the  evidence  was  inadmis- 
sible under  the  said  soctlon,  and 
that  it  should  have  been  rejected. 
(SchoonmaJeer  agt.  Wolford^  20  Hun, 
166.) 

87.  Section  899 — In  an  action  by  an 
administrator  to  set  aside  an  as- 
si^^nment  of  a  mortgage  made  by 
his  intestate,  the  next  of  kin, 
though  interested  in  the  event  <A 
the  action,  and  claiming  their 
rights  through  the  plaintifF,  are 
not  prohibit»i,  by  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Frocedure,  from 
testifying,  in  his  behalf,  as  to 
wiiat  they  had  noticed  and  ob- 
served in  the  conduct  and  actions 
of  the  intestate,  and  as  to  personal 
transactions  of  his  with  which 
they  had  no  connection,  and  also 
as  to  communications  made  by 
him  to  others  in  their  presence 
without  an^  inducement,  sugges- 
tion or  participation  on  their  p$irt. 
(Holcamb  Hgi,.Solcomb,iQ  Hun,  156.) 

88.  Section  887  — When  a  witness 
will  be  excused  from  testifying  on 
the  ground  that  it  will  have  a  ten- 
dency to  accuse  himself  of  any 
crime  or  misdemeanor,  or  to  ex- 
pose him  to  any  penalty  or  forfeit- 
ure. ( Oreemward  agt  Union  Dime 
Savinffi  InHUuHan,  anU,  899.) 

80.  Section  870— Plaintiff  may  ex- 
amine defendant,  to  obtain  facts 
necessary  to  frame  the  complaint 
—  the  affidavit  need  not  state  tnat 
the  deposition  is  to  be  used  on 
the  trial.  {See  BritboM  agt  Bm- 
bane,  20  Hun,  4&.) 

40.  Section  870 — An  order  requir- 
ing a  partv  to  an  action  to  appear 
for  exammation  before  trial,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
must  be  served  personally  upon 
him;  a  service  on  his  attorney 
is  not  sufficient  to  ^ve  the  oourt 
jurisdiction  to  punish  him  for  not 
obeying  the  order.  {Ttbo  agt 
Baket.Tl  N,  T,  83.) 
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H.  Section  870— The  words, ' '  party 
to  an  action,"  in  the  provision  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 

.  Procedure,  providing  for  the  tak- 
ing of  the  deposition  of  a  party 
before  trial,  includes  only  parties 
to  the  record;  that  a  person  is  a 
party  in  interest  is  not  sufficient 
to  authorize  his  exahiination  under 
said  provision.  {Saeiey  agt.  Clark, 
78il?:  r.,  320.) 

42.  Section870—Tl^  provision  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  authorizing  the  taking 
of  the  deposition  "of  a  party 
to  an  action,"  before  trial,  at  the 
instance  of  an  adverse  party, 
does  not  authorize  the  examina- 
tion of  the  directors  of  a  cor- 
poration, which  is  a  party.  (Boor- 
man  agt.  AUanite  and  hUcflc  B. 
E.  (h.,  78  If.  ¥.,  599.) 

> 

4B.  Section  872,  subdivision  4  — 
After  the  service  of  an  amended 
complaint  herein,  and  before  the 
service  of  an  amended  answer, 
the  defendant  applied  for  an  order 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  appHU* 
and  be  examined  before  trial  The 
defendant's  affidavit  set  out  at 
length  the  nature  of  the  action, 
the  relief  sought  and  the  various 
matters  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
and  alleged  that  the  deponent  was 
advised  and  believed  that  it  was 
material  and  necessary,  in  the 
preparation  of  his  answer,  that 
he  should  be  permitted  to  examine 
the  plaintiff  as  to  the  allegations 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  The 
affidavit  then  set  forth  the  allega- 
tions as  to  which  the  plaintiff  was 
to  be  examined,  but  no  facts  tend- 
ing to  show  such  examination  to 
be  necessary  or  material,  nor  did 
it  set  forth  the  nature  of  the  de- 
fense to  be  interposed. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
Tequiring  the  plaintiff  to  appear 
and  be  examined,  hM,  that  the 
affidavit  was  defective  in  not  set- 
ting forth  the  nature  of  the  defense 

.  to  be  interposed    (Eolferi$on  agt. 
BuatieU,  20  Hun,  248.) 
That  it  was  also  defective  in  not 


setting  forth  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances showing  an  examination 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  material  and 
necessary.    {Id.) 

44.  Sectiops  872-878— The  court  at 
special  term  has  no  power  to  grant 
an  order  for  the  examination  of  a 
defendant  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling the  plaintiff  to  make  and 
serve  nis  complaint. 

The  right  to  such  an  examina- 
tion is  purely  a  statutory  one;  the 
mode  pointed  out  by  tne  statute 
must  be  followed;  and  by  the 
statute  {yew  Code,  seetioiu  87^78) 
the  application  must  be  made  to, 
and  the  order  granted  by,  a  judge, 
not  by  the  court. 

Such  an  order,  made  by  the 
specisl  term,  is  reviewable  here. 
(HMion  act.  Knickerbocker  I4f§ 
Insuranee  Oo.,  77  ilT.  7,,  278.) 

45.  Section  878  —  Where,  upon  mo- 
tion for  the  examination  of  k  de- 
fendant before  trial,  the  affidavit 
states  enough  to  show  the  materi- 
ality of  the  examination,other  facts 
and  conclusions  stated  by  way  of 
argument  to  show  the  materiality 
of  testimony  to  meet  alleged  de- 
fenses should  not,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  defeat  the 
examination. 

Where  a  broker  or  commission 
merchant  withholds  the  fullest 
information  to  his  customer  in  re- 
lation to  property  alleged  to  have 
been  bought  or  sold,  the  right  to 
examination  before  trial  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  allefl;ed  profits,  or 
to  adjust  unsettled  accounts, 
should  be  fully  accorded.  {MiBer 
agt  Kent,  ante,  821.) 

46.  Section  878  ~  An  order  for  the 
examination  of  an  adverse  party 
before  trial  will  not  be  granted 
where  the  applicant  onljr  seelcs  to 
find  out  what  the  opposite  pariy 
will  swear  to,  so  as  to  enable  him 
to  prepare  to  meet  and  overcome 
it  (Fiitpatrick  agt  VanSchaiek 
€i(U,,anU,  472.) 

I 

47.  Section  982— This  section  con- 
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Bidered  as  to  change  of  Temie. 
(FlUchtr  agt  Oooper,  ante,  878.) 

48.  Sectioa  1022—  What  is  a  deci- 
sion of  the  court  upon  the  trial  of 
the  whole  issue  of  fact,  so  as  to 
authorise  the  entry  of  Judgment 
upon  it  within  the  meaninff  of  this 
section.  {Wef/man  agt  Ths  N^v- 
Uanal  Broa/iMay  Bank,  ante,  9&1,) 

4R.  Section  1214 — Judgment  hj  de- 
fault  in  an  action  for  oonTersion, 
can  be  entered  only  on  application 
to  the  court  Such  a  case  falls 
under  this  section,  and  Judgment 
can  only  be  entered  on  application 
to  the  court,  in  which  case  the 
dama^  which  were  unliquidated 
would  have  been  legally  assessed. 
(Horian  agt  La  Due,  ante,  454.) 

00.  Sections  1240, 1291^1828-- A  di- 
rection, for  the  restitution  of 
moneys  paid  upon  a  Judgment, 
which  has  been-  set  aside  upon 
motion  or  reversed  upon  apgeal, 
as  authorized  by  the  Code  of  Oiyil 
Procedure  (Cfode,  eeetione  1292, 
1328),  is  in  effect  a  Judgment  "  for 
a  sum  of  money"  (mc.  1240);  and 
is  enforceable  by  execution. 

Accordingly  held,  that  an  order 
punishing  a  party,  as  for  a  con- 
tempt in  not  complying  with  such 
a   direction,   was   unauthorized. 

'.  (0*Gara  agt  Kearney,  77  K  T,, 
428.) 

51.  Section  1278  — The  true  sense 
of  this  section  is,  that  one  Joint 
debtor  may  confess  a  Judfl;ment 
upon  a  Joint  debt  so  as  to  be  en- 

[  forced  against  his  individual  prop- 
erty, and  that  such  confession  and 
Judf^ent  is  no  bar  to  an  action 
against  all  the  Joint  debtors  upon 
the  same  demand.  {^Trvpp  ei  aL 
agt  Saandere,  ante,  879.) 

52.  Sections  1282,  128^1290  — A 
case  which  was  not  within  the 
provisions  of  these  sections,  limit- 
ing the  time  within  which  Judg- 
ments may  be  set  aside  for  irregu- 
larity, or  for  errors  of  fact  not 
arising  on  the  trial,  as  it  was  a 


rial  proceeding  and  the  deci- 
therein  not  a  Judgment  {8ee 
Matter  ofXHty  qf  Buf 0(0,7^  2f.  T. , 
862.) 

58.  Section  1290 — In  an  action  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  where  the 
Judgment  was  entered  by  default, 
a  motion  to  open  the  same  by 
defendants,  where  in  the  contract 
for  the  purchase  they  were  simply 
to  take  the  property  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  and  on  the  trial  the  con- 
tract could  not  be  found;  upon 
the  discovery  of  the  contract,  it 
showed  defendant's  non-liabili^ 
for  the  deficiency;  the  motion  la 
based  upon  an  error  of  fact  not 
arising  upon  the  trial,  and  falls, 
therefore,  within  this  section. 
{Truateee  cf  the  Northern  Dispen- 
eary  of  New  York  agt  Merriafn  et 
at,,  ante,  227.) 

54.  Section  1326— Sufficiency  of 
surety  under  this  section.  XVeUy 
mater  et  oL  agt  Bryne,  ante,  71.) 

55.  Section  1851  —  Stay  of  proceed- 
ings upon  Judgment  of  foreclosure 
pending  app^  to  general  term, 
discretionary.  Plaintiff  \b  not  en- 
titled as  matter  of  right  to  a  defi- 
ciency undertaking.  ( Wileon  agt 
Orant,  ante,  850.) 

56.  Section  1851  —  The  notice  of  en- 
try of  iudgment  required  to  be 
served  by  this  section,  in  order  to 
limit  the  time  of  appeal  from  a 
Judgment  entered  upon  the  re- 
port of  a  referee,  must  be  one 
coming  from  the  prevailing  party; 
no  other  party,  nor  the  attorney 
representing  another  party,  has 
the  rieht  to  serve  a  notice  for  the 
prevauin^F  party;  and  a  notice  so 
served  wul  not,  so  far  as  he  is  con- 
cerned, set  running  the  bar  of  the 
statute.  (Kilm&r  et  oL  tigt,  BSath- 
om,  78  2f.  T,  228.) 


57.  Sections  1856,  1857— A 
that  the  distinction  between  pro- 
ceedings instituted  at  special  term 
and  those  commenceci  before  a 
Judge  at  chambetB,  is  disregarded 
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in  this  flection  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  (In  Matter  of  BUUkm 
ofj0Uer,7SJf.  T.,  601.) 

(|f8.  Section  1487,  sabdiviBion  1— An 
action  against  a  common  carrier 
for  loss  (^  baggage,  when  founded 
on  the  breach  of  the  carrier's  legal 
duty,  is  in  tort,  and  for  an  iniury 
to  property  witliin  section  5A  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure;  and 
if  defendant  recovers  a  judgment 
for  costs  therein,  it  may  under 
section  1487,  subdivision  I  of  the 
Code  of  Oivil  Procedure,  issue  an 
execution  ap;Ainst  the  plaintiff  for 
the  collection  thereof.  (OcUUn 
agt.  Adirondack  Co.,  20  Hun,  19.) 

59.  Section  1405— To  obtain  the  lien 
upon  the  personal  property  of  a 
judgment  debtor  ffiven  by  the 
statute  (2  R  8.,  866,  $ec.  18;  Cods 
of  Civil  Procedure,  sec.  1405),  from 
Uie  time  an  execution  is  delivered 
to  a  sheriff  "to  be  executed,"  it 
is  not  sufficient  merely  to  place  an 
execution  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff.  (Smith  et  al  agt  Brtein, 
17  2f.  r.,  466.) 

60.  Sections  1704-1706  —  Where  a 
defendant  desires  to  reclaim  chat- 
tels replevied  he  must  serve  upon 
the  ^eriff  written  notice  that  he 
requires  the  return  thereof;  and 
he  must  file  an  affidavit  that  he  is 
the  owner  of  the  property,  or 
that  he  is  lawfully  entitled  to  the 
possession  thereof. 

lliese  conditions  are  mandatory, 
and  the  failure  of  a  defendant  to 
comply  with  them  renders  his 
counter-bond  nugatory.  {T^^ehner 
agt  De9&ron,  aiUe,  467.) 

ei.  Section  2487  —  Under  this  sec- 
tion of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced* 
ure,  it  is  necessary  for  the  creditor, 
before  he  Lb  entitled  to  a  warrant 
of  arrest  against  the  judgment 
debtor,  to  establish,  to  the  satis- 
f  acUon  of  the  judge  to  whom  the 
application  for  the  issuine  of  a 
warrant  is  presented,  by  affidavit, 
that  there  is  danger  that  the  judg- 


ment debtor  will  leave  the  state 
or  conceal  himself,  and  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  he  has  prop- 
erty which  he  unjustly  refuses  to 
apply  to  the  payment  of  the  judg- 
ment 

Where  the  allegations  in  the 
affidavit,  on  which  the  warrant  is 
asked  are  stated  to  be  upon  belief, 
and  the  fact  of  the  defendant's 
having  property  is  a  mere  matter 
of  inrarence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  based  upon  ttie  fact  that 
the  defendant  is  a  man  of  extrava- 
gant habits,  living  iu  the  best  of 
hotels,  te. : 

HM,  that  such  an  alfldavit  is 
insufficient.  (JVeM  agt  Mulford, 
ante,  452.) 

62.  Section  2458— In  order  to  ex- 
amine a  non-resident  of  the  county 
upon  supplementary  proceedings, 
it  must  appear  that  the  defendant 
has  within  the  city  an  office  for 
the  regular  transaction  of  business 
in  person,  as  contradistinguished 
from  cases  where  he  transacts  the 
same  through  agents.  {Brown 
agt  Qump  et  oL,  ante,  507.) 

68.  Section  8160— The  failure  to 
aUege,  in  the  language  of  this  sec- 
tion, subdivision  5,  that  the  de- 
fendant Is  an  adult,  is  not  material 
The  law  will  presume  that  he  ii 
an'  adult,  and  what  is  presumed 
need  not  be  otherwise  proved  in 
the  first  instance.  ( WentsUer  agt 
Bo88,  ante,  897.) 

64.  Section  8279— Summary  i>ro- 
ceedinfs  to  recover  the  possession 
of  real  proper^  is  not  "  such  m 
special  proceedme,  instituted  in  a 
court  of  record,  as  is  contem- 
plated by  this  section.  (Sanler 
agt  Jo?umm,  ante,  482.) 
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'    COMPLAINT. 

1,  A  subsequent  fiepanite  cause  of 
action  cannot  be  upheld  by  alle- 
gations contained  in  a  preceding 
one  unless  they  are  connected 
therewith  bj  proper  averments. 
ifisinen  agt  BratMcnt,  afUe,  tl.) 

B.  Vtdory  WM,  ^,,  Manttfadturinf 
Company  agt.  BeeisKer  (65  IKw.  P, 
JR.,  108)  appUed.    (Id,) 


H  Where  a  plaintiff,  in  hw  com- 
plaint, averred  that  she  "is  the 
vnly  heir  at  law  of  the  deeeaned," 
and  as  such  is  entitled  to  certain 
property  of  the  deceased,  but  it 
was  not  alleged  that  the  deceased* 
died  intestate,  or  what  issue,  if 
any,  he  left  him  surviving,  or  how 
her  claim  as  sole  heir  at  law  arose : 
HM,  on  demurrer,  that  the  aver- 
inent  was  a  conclusion  of  law  and 
not  the  allegation  of  a  fact,  and 
that,  for  such  reason,  the  com- 
plaint was  defective  in  substance. 

C  Bos  tk^Hudieata  has  no  proper  ap- 
plication on  demurrer  to  an  amena- 
ed  complaint  where  the  amend- 
ment is  material  and  the  pleading 
essentially  different  by  reason  of 
the  amendment  Such  amend- 
inent  relieves  the  question  .from 
being  res  a4iud£cata^  and  the  com- 
plaint is  tested  as  to  its  sufficiency 
or  insufficiency  by  the  rules  of 
pleading  otherwise  applicable. 
Wlegg  ^.  American  New9paper 
Union,  ante,  122.) 


C  Where  a  complaint,  based  upon 
an  alleged  agreement  between 
plaintiff  and  defendants,  omitted 
to  set  out  the  agreement  in  full, 
was  held  good  on  demurrer  at  first, 
but  afterwards  the  complaint  was 
amended  voluntarily,  giving  the 
agreement  in  full,  and  the  portion 
or  the  agreement  omitted  in  the 
original  complaint  and  included 
in  the  amenaed  complaint,  con- 
sists of  a  condition  precedent  to 


be  performed  by  plaintiff  before 
any  obligation  of  defendants 
arises,  and  the  complaint  so 
amended  fails  to  alleffe  perform- 
ance of  such  oonditio&  preoe- 
dent,  or  tender  or  waiver  m  per- 
formance: 

MM,  the  objection  based  upon 
the  absence  of  an  averment  of 
the  performance  of  the  condition 
precedent  to  well  taken;  and  ret 
at^vdieaia,  though  it  might  liave 
been  available  to  defendants  in 
answer  to  a  demurrer  had  the 
amended  complaint  been  based 
upon  the  oontract  as  originally  set 
forth,  is  not  available  an  the  com- 
plaint stands  by  reason  of  the 
Sreeence  of  the  precedent  con- 
ition  not  shown  to  have  been 
performed,    (id) 

6.  In  an  action  against  two  defend- 
ants a  complaint  will  not  be  held 
defective  on  a  Joint  demurrer  by 
both,  put  upon  the  ground  that  it 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  if  it 
states  a  cause  of  action  against 
either.  (Fish  agt.  Mm,  ante,  288.) 

7.  That  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  paf- 
ties  defendant  is  not  a  ground  of 
demurrer.  The  defect  of  partiaa 
defendant,  for  which  a  demurrer 
may  be  interposed  is  a  deficiency. 
{Id.) 

See  CORFOBATIOKS. 

Dodffe  agt  The  Braddrml  Com- 
pany.ante,  101 


COMMISSIONERS  OF  EXCHSS. 

1.  The  laws  of  this  state  pennit  the 
granting,  in  the  city  of  aew  York, 
of  an  ale  and  beer  license  author- 
izing its  sale,  to  be  drank  on  the 
premises,  when  the  partv  selling 
is  not  licensed  as  a  hotel  keeper* 
Such  licenses  are  in  the  discretion 
of  the  board  of  excise.  (Matter 
of  Mundy,  ante,  8^.) 
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COMMISSIONERS  TO   ASCER- 
TAIN DAMAGES. 

1.  The  ooixrtahould  not,  unless  there 
be  a  palpable  and  manifest  error 
oommitted,  interfere  with  the  find- 
ings and  conclusions  of  a  commis- 
sion duly  appointed  by  the  court 
to  ascertain  the  damages  to  the 
owners  of  property  u£en  for  the 
widening  of  a  street  or  avenue, 
and  to  assess  and  apportion  the 
same.  {Matter  cf  Vnum  Awnue, 
anU,  828.) 

2!i  The  report  considered  and  the 
objections  commented  upon  and 
reasons  given  for  the  connrmation 
of  the  report.    (Id.) 


CONSTABLE'S  RETURN. 

Sbb  JxTsncBB*  Courts. 

8nyd0r  agt  ^Mroni,  amU,  401 


CONSTmmONAL  LAW. 

1.  Chapter  804  of  the  Laws  of  1870, 
entitled  "An  act  to  confer  addi- 
tional powers  upon  surrogates  and 
to  authorize  an  examination  as  to 
the  effects  of  deceased  persons/' 
is  unconstitutional,  inasmuch  as 
sections  5  and  0  thereof  are  clearly 
unconstitutional  and  the  act  indi- 
visible. (Matter  of  Bo9mthal,  ante, 
827.) 


CONTEMFI'. 

1.  Where  a  final  order  has.  been 
made  convicting  a  person  of  con- 
tempt and  pronouncing  upon  him 
judgment  of  fine  ana  imprison- 
ment, the  proceeding  are,  for 
the  paiposes  of  review,  to  be 
deemed  to  have  been  terminated. 
\Ths  People  ex  reL  QHmore  agt. 
J>ona!fwe^  ante,  417.) 

8m  PRAcncB. 

WUeox  agt  Edrrie,  emie,  MB. 

S.  At  0  A.  M.,  on  the  18th  day  of 
Vol.  LIX       70 


May,  1874,  one  Fountain  entered 
a  judgment  in  his  favor,  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  brought  by 
him  against,  one  Scudder  to  re- 
cover the  1  possession  of  a  house 
and  lot  in  Kimira.  A  writ  of  pos- 
session was  issued  thereon  to  Uie 
sherifF,  requiring  him  to  deliver 
possession,  "without  delay,"  in 
pursuance  of  which  he,  accom- 
panied by  one  Amot,  the  assignee 
of  Fountain's  right,  went  to  the 
house,  told  Scudoer  that  he  wanted 
immediate  possession,  refused  his 
request  for  a  delay,  took  the  keys 
of  the  front  and  back  doors  and 
put  them  in  his  pocket,  and  pro- 
ceeded, with  his  assistant,  to  re- 
move Scudder's  property  from  the 
house.  At  1  p.  H.,  of  the  same 
day,  he  was  served  with  an  order 
sti^ing  all  proceedings  upon  the 
judgment  and  the  writ,  pending 
the  decision  of  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  After  he  had  read  the  order 
he  stopped  the  further  removal  of 
the  goods,  told  a  person  in  the 
house  that  she  had  better  go  out, 
as  he  was  going  to  lock  up  the 
house,  and  having  locked  the  doors 
went  away,  leaving  a  deputy  in  pos- 
session. Ijpon  an  appeal  from  an 
order  adjudging  the  sheriff  guil|^ 
of  a  contempt  in  violating  the 
st»r  of  proceedings,  and  imposinff 
a  nne  upon  him  therefore;  hela, 
that  Amot,  as  the  assignee  of 
Fountain,  was,  bv  virtue  of  the 
judgment,  entitled  to  take  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  if  he  could 
do  so  peaceably.  That  the  sheriff 
could  take  possession  as  his  agent, 
and,  having  done  so,  rightfully 
commenceato  remove  the  defend- 
ant's goods.  (Peopie  ex  rd,  JBcudder 
agt  Ooaper,  20  Bun,  486.) 

8.  That  when  served  With  the  order 
staying  all  further  proceedings 
Amot  was  already,  by  virtue  of 
what  had  been  done,  in  posses- 
sion of  the  premises;  that  the 
sheriff  was  not  required  to  turn 
out  Amot  and  reinstate  Scudder 
in  possessioB,  and  that  his  failure 
80  to  do  did  not  render  him  guil^ 
of  a  contempt    (/d) 


tt4 
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4.  In  proceedings  to  pnniBh  for  a 
contempt  where  the  party  has 
acted  in  good  faith,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  what  he  believed  to  be 
his  dntj,  only  motion  fees  and 
disburaements  can  be  taxed  as 
costs.    (Id,) 

6.  Where  in  an  action  brought  by  a 
wife,  for  a  diTorce,  the  hasband 
is  arrested  under  a  commitment 
issued  upon  an  order  adjudging 
him  ^ilty  of  a  contempt,  oecause 
of  his  failure  to  pay  certain  sums 
awarded  to  her  for  counsel  fees 
and  alimony,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
the  Jail  liberties  upon  giving  the 
usual  bond  to  the  sherifl.  {Matter 
of  Clark,  90  Hun,  661.) 

6.  A  direction  for  the  restitution  of 
moneys  paid  upon  a  judgment, 
which  has  been  set  aside  upon 
motion  or  reversed  upon  appeal, 
as  authorized  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {Code,  eeetians  1292, 
1823),  is  in  effect  a  Judgment  "for 
a  sum  of  money"  (eee.  1240);  and 
is  enforceable  by  execution. 
{aOara  agt.  Eeamey,  Tt  N,  7,, 
423.) 

7.  Accordingly  hM,  that  an  order 
•punislAng  a  party,  as  for  a  con- 
tempt in  not  complying  with  such 
a  direction,    was   unauthorized. 
{Id.) 

8.  Punishment  of  attomejr  for  con- 
tempt, when  not  Justified;  and 
what  punishment  illegal.  {See 
miu  agt.  Mse  [Hem.],  77  2f.  T., 
610.)  ^ 

CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  against  a 
corporation  defendant  sued  with 
others,  it  is  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  corporation  com- 
bined and  confederated  with  the 
other  defendants  to  injure  the 
plaintiff  by  circulating  false  and 
slanderous  statements  to  his  in- 
jury with  the  view  of  compelling 
him  to  become  a  subscriber  to  the 
publications  of  the  corporation 


defendants,  in  pursuance  of 
which  combination  the  slander- 
ous words  were  uttered  by  the 
other  defendants: 

HM,  upon  demurrer  to  the 
complaint,  that  a  cause  of  action 
was  alleffed  against  the  corpora- 
tion. {Sodge  agt.  The  Bradetreet 
Company,  ante,  104.) 


COSTa 

1.  Costs  should  not  be  allowed  in 
an  «•  parte  order  directing  defend- 
ant to  file  his  answer.  {Edleeon 
agt  Ihtryee,  ante,  826.) 

2.  The  court  of  appeals,  in  aflinn- 
ing  the  Judgment  of  the  general 
term,  oxdering  a  new  triu,  with 
judgment  absolute  for  the  plain- 
tiff, said,  "  with  costs: " 

HOd,  That  that  Judgment  for 
costs  carries  the  geneial  costs  of 
the  action  from  b^^inning  to  end, 
except  the  costs  of  the  appeals 
taken  by  plaintiff  from  the  order 
oonflrmiing  the  report  of  the  r^- 
eree,  whfeh  were  specially  ad- 
judged to  the  defendant,  and  that 
these  costs  should  be  offset  against 
each  other,  and  Judgment  should 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
excess.  {RuU  agt  HaueeU,  ante, 
880.) 

8.  In  summary  proceedings  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  real  prop- 
erty, a  landlord  being  a  non-resi- 
dent, but  owning  property  in  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York, 
cannot  be  reouired  to  file  security 
for  costs.  {Hader  agt.  Jehnaiton, 
ante,  482.) 

4.  This  proceeding  is  not  "eudi  a 
special  proceedmg  instituted  in  a 
court  of  record'^  as  is  contem- 
plated by  section  8279  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure^    (/d) 

6.  Defendants  who  sever  in  their 
defense,  and  all  of  whom  succeed 
are  entitled  to  several  bills  of  costs, 
unless,  however,  such  severance 
be  in  bad  faith  and  to  increase 
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costs.    {WaUcm8  agt.  Ckmad^,  et 
oL,  ante,  490.) 

6.  Thus,  if  persons  actually  partoers 
should  seTer  in  defending  an  ac- 
tion on  a  partnerdlip  liability,  or 
if  one  defendant  should  defend  by 
an  attorney,  and  another  by  the 
attorney's  clerk,  these  would  be 
cases  of  bad  faith.    (Id,) 

7.  The  defendants,  R  C.  and  J.  C, 
were  brothers,  but  when  sued 
they  had  no  ioint  business  rela- 
tions, although  they  had  been,  at 
a  previous  time,  in  business  to- 

f ether:  J.  C.  was  a  non-resident, 
aving  gone  from  the  state  to 
avoid  creditors.  All  the  property 
was  in  the  hands  of  R.  C,  the 
other  defendant.  The  summons 
was  served  on  J.  G.  by  publication ; 
there  could  be  no  personal  service 
upon  him,  and  there  was  no  prop- 
erty subject  to  attachment  The 
retainer  of  H.  C.  is  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  attorney  for  J.  C. 
The  answers  are  indentical,  that 
of  J.  C.  being  copied  and  verified 
in  the  office  at  the  attorney  for  R 
0.  The  attorney  for  J.  0.  stated 
that  he  receivea  a  letter  from  J. 
C.  about  the  fifteenth  of  April 
requesting  him  to  appear.  But 
he  does  not  state  that  he  had  not 
himself  previously  written  to  J.  0. : 
HM,  that  the  defendants  had  the 
right  to  appear  by  different  attor- 
neys and  interpose  separate  de- 
fenses, and  having  succeeded  on 
the  trial  they  were  enticed  to  sepa- 
rate bills  of  costs  under  section 
805  of  the  Code  as  matter  of  law, 
subject,  however,  to  the  power  of 
the  court  to  confine  them  to  one 
bill  in  case  it  {should  be  made  to 
appear  that  they  had  made  their 
separate  defenses  coUusively  to 
eoJiance  costs. 

BM,  further,  that,  taking  all 
these  matters  into  consideration, 
and  seeing  the  uselessness  of  this 
severance,  or  perhaps  of  any  de- 
fense by  J.  C,  the  severance  of 
defendants  was  not  in  good  faith, 
and  they  should  be  confined  to 
one  bill  of  costs,    (/d) 


See  Mbghanic'b  Lonv. 

MeMurray  agt.  Sutehemn,  ante, 
210. 

8.  In  proceedings  to  punish  for  a 
contempt  where  the  party  acted 
in  »>od  faith,  and  in  accordance 
with  what  he  believed  to  be  his 
duty,  only  motion  fees  and  dis- 
bursements can  be  taxed  as  costs. 
{Botmle  ex  rel.  Boudder  agt  Cooper, 
20  Hun,  480.) 

0.  Claims  against  an  estate  may  be 
presented  at  any  time  after  execu- 
tors qualify  and  enter  upon  the 
discharge  of  their  duties;  and 
when  uiey  examine  and  decide 
upon  the  justice  of  a  claim  pre- 
sented, although  no  notice  to  cred- 
itors has  been  published,  the  effect 
of  their  decision  is  the  same  as 
though  the  claim  was  presented 
after  publication  of  such  a  notice. 
(Fuld  agt  Field,  77  N.  r.»  294.) 

10.  It  is  not  requisite  therefore  that 
a  claim  be  presented  to  executors, 
and  their  refusal  to  refer  made 
during  the  publication  of  notice  to 
creditors,  to  entitle  a  plaintiff,  su- 
ing upon  such  claim,  to  costs. 

m 

11.  Where,  upon  appeal  from  an 
order  allowing  to  plaintiff  costs 
in  such  an  action,  the  question  as 
to  whether  there  was  an  offer  to 
refer  appears  to  have  been  one  of 
fact,  although  this  court  has  power 
to  pass  upon  the  question  as  an 
origina^one,  the  general  rule  acted 
upon  by  it  is  to  £lopt  the  finding 
of  the  court  below.    {Id.) 

12.  The  facts  that  the  plaintiff  in 
such  an  action  was  allowed  to 
amend  his  complaint  so  as  to  claim 
a  larger  recovery,  and  to  prove 
and  to  recover  a  larger  compensa- 
tion for  services  than  that  stated 
in  the  claim  presented  to  the  execu- 
tors, do  not  change  the  claim  from 
that  originally  presented.    {Id.) 

18.  Plaintiff  was  nonsuited;  on  appeal 
a  new  trial  was  granted,  costs  to 
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abide  event  On  the  second  trial 
defendant  had  a  verdict,  and  the 
clerk  taxed  costs  of  appeal  in  his 
favor.  On  appeal  from  order  of 
general  term,  affirming  an  order 
of  special  term,  directing  a  re-taz- 
atton,  and  disallowing  costs  of 
^peal: 

Held,  as  the  appeal  was  from 
the  construction  bj  a  general  term 
of  its  own  order,  whi^  was  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  construction  of 
other  similar  orders,  such  interpre- 
tation would  not  be  interfered 
with  by  this  court,  appeal  there- 
fore dismissed.  {UtUan  Tr.  Co. 
agu  Whiton,  78  N.  Y.,  491.) 

14.  An  application  to  enforce  the  lia- 
bility imposed  by  the  statute  (2  R 
&,  619,  seo.  44),  declaring  an  as- 
signee of  the  cause  of  action,  or 
one  beneficially  interested  in  the 
recovery,  liable  for  the  costs  of  an 
action,  brought  by  him  in  the 
name  of  anoUier,  is  a  special  pro- 
ceeding; and,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1854  (sm.  8,  chop.  270, 
Ltitosof  1854),  in  reference  to  such 
proceedings,  costs  are  allowable 
therein.    X^^^'f^i''^  ft^-  Mwrvin,  78 

N,  r,  HI.) 

15.  Where  costs  were  denied  by  the 
court  below,  on  the  sole  ground 
of  want  of  power  to  grant  them, 
the  court  recognizing  the  right  of 
the  applicant  to  such  costs,  on 
appeal  to  this  court: 

neld,  that  the  order  be  reversed 
and  application  granted.    (Id.) 

16.  II  Mem»,  that  the  distinction  be- 
tween proceedings  instituted  at 
special  term,  and  those  commenced 
before  a  judge  at  chunbers,  is  dis- 
regarded in  tne  Code  of  Civil  Ih-o- 
oedure  {Sees.  1356,  1857).  (In  re 
Jetter,  79  N,r.,eOL) 

■ 

17.  The  provision  of  the  act  of  1859 
(see.  d,  chap.  262,  Laws  of  1859),  in 
reference  to  payment  of  costs  by 
municipal  corporations,  which  pre- 
scribes that  no  costs  shall  be  re- 
covered in  any  Judgment  against 
such   a   corporation,  unless  the 


claim  upon  which  the  iudgmeot 
is  founded  was  presentea  for  pay- 
ment to  the  chief  fiscal  officer 
thereof  before  suit  brought,  has 
no  application  to  the  costs  of  such 
proceedings.    (Id.) 

18.  In  proceeding  instituted  under 
said  act  of  1811%,  the  special  term 
vacated  the  assessment  with  costs 
to  the  applicant,  from  which  order 
no  appeal  was  taken;  costs  were 
taxed  as  in  an  action  which  were 
struck  out  by  the  general  term  on 
appeal  from  an  order  of  special 
term  denying  a  motion  to  strike 
out: 

HMt  error;  that  said  applicant 
was  entitled  to  costs  at  the  rate 
allowed  for  similar  services  in 
civil  actions.    (Id.) 


COUNTER-OLAIM. 

1.  By  the  report  of  the  referees,  to 
whom  this  cause  was  referred,  a 
Judgment  was  recovered  and  duiv 
entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs 
for  $899,203.48.  An  wppetA  was 
taken  from  this  judgment  by  the 
defendants  to  the  general  term  of 
this  court  who  reversed  said  judg- 
ment and  ordered  a  new  trial,  witn 
costs  to  abide  event  The  plain- 
tiffs appealed  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals, stipulating  in  such  notice  of 
appeal  as  follows :  '  'And  the  pliun- 
tifCs  hereby  stinulate  and  consent, 
that  if  the  saia  order  hereby  ap- 
pealed from  is  affirmed,  iudgment 
absolute  may  and  shall  be  ren- 
dered against  the  plaintiffs  and 
appellants."  The  remittitur  from 
the  court  of  ^peals  declared  that, 
after  hearinflp  counsel  for  the  par- 
ties, and  after  due  deliberation 
had  thereon,  they  did  order  and 
adjudge  that  the  order  of  the  gen- 
eral term  appealed  from  in  this 
action  to  thiiB  court  be  and  the 
same  is  hereby  affirmed,  and  judg- 
ment rendered  absolute  for  the 
defendants  on  stipulation,  with 
costs.  (Ths  BeopU  agt  Ihtdnf^ 
ante,  157.) 
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t.  An  order  of  thia  court  was  made 
•nd  entered  which*  after  reciting 
the  previous  prooeedincs,  says: 
"And  the  said  plaintiflfo  haying  in 
their  notice  of  appeal  stipulated 
and  consented  that  if  the  order 
appealed  from  should  be  affirmed 
that  Judgment  absolute  should  be 
rendered  against  them»  the  said 
court  of  appeals  having  affirmed 

'  the  order  of  the  said  general  term, 
and  directed  judgment  absolute  in 
favor  of  the  defendants  on  stipu- 
lation: ordered  that  the  judgment 
of  the  court  of  appeals  be  and  the 
same  is  hereby  made  the  Judgment 
of  this  court.  Under  these  orders 
the  clerk  of  Albany  county  entered 
a  judgment  against  the  plaintiffs 
and  in  favor  of  the  defendants 
for  the  sum  of  9^5,88:^.45,  the 
amount  of  their  counter-claim, 
and  $6,507.14,  as  and  for  their 
costs  in  this  action,  amounting  in 
the  aggregate  to  1^101,899.59.  On 
motion  by  plaintiffs  to  vacate  the 
Judgment  for  the  amount  of  the 
counter-claim: 

Held,  flc^,  that  even  prior  to  the 
act  of  1876,  which  established  a 
state  boiotl  of  audit,  there  was  no 
authority  either  b^  a  suit  against 
the  state,  or  in  one  instituted  by  it 
to  enforce  a  claim  against  it 

JSeeoThd.  Blnce  the  act  of  1876, 
creating  "a  ttaie  board  qf  cmdU,** 
H  matters  not  whether  a  suit  is 
brought  against  the  state  to  recover 
a  supposed  debt,  or  whether  it  is 
set  up  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
state  by  way  of  set-off  or  counter- 
claim, that  supposed  debt  is  within 
the  broad  woitls  of  the  act,  "cM 
pnoate  drUmi  and  aeeountt  against 
the  Hate"  and  must,  therefore,  be 
submitted  to  the  special  tribunid 
created  by  it. 

IhML  Unless  this  state  has  au- 
thorized a  set-off  of  an  independ- 
ent claim  against  itself  in  an  action 
which  it  has  brought,  and  has  fur- 
ther authorized  an  affirmative 
judgment,  the  judgment  in  this 
action  cannot  be  upheld. 

Fourik,  The  set-off  and  Judg- 
ment are  not  authorized  by  8  Re- 


vised Statutes  (MA  ed.,  page  860, 
9ectkm\%\ 

F^.  If  this  action  had  been 
between  private  individuals  the 
Judgment  for  the  counteiMdiaim 
could  not  be  upheld,  as  there  is  no 
Judgment  or  order  of  any  court 
warranting  or  directing  it    (Id) 

8.  Where  an  order  cranting  a  new 
trial  to  the  defendants  is  affirmed 
in  the  court  of  appeals,  such  affirm- 
ance and  the  direction  for  "  ludg- 
ment  absolute  upon  the  right  of 
the  appellant,"  without  any  fur- 
ther or  other  direction  does  not 
authorize  the  derk  of  the  county, 
in  which  Judgment  is  to  be  en- 
tered, to  include  therein  a  demand 
made  against  the  plaintiff  for  an 
independent  claim,  when  the  right 
thereto  has  never  been  adjudicated 
in  his  favor,  and  when  no  judg- 
ment, which  has  been  renderea, 
necessarily   involves    its   merits. 

{Id,) 

See  RmcoYAL  ov  Caubbb 

GUvrkmm  et  oL  agt  Maneon,  ante, 
480. 


.  COUNTY  COURT. 

1.  Chapter  855  of  1869,  as  amended 
by  chapter  695  of  1871,  empowers 
tne  boards  of  supervisors,  on  the 
recommendation  of  the  county 
court  of  any  county,  "  to  correct 
any  manifest  clerical  or  other 
error  in  any  assessment, '^  and  to 
refund  any  tax  illegally  or  im- 
properly assessed  or  levied : 

HM,  that  the  said  acts  author- 
ised an  application  to  the  county 
court  to  have  an  assessment 
stricken  from  the  roll,  where 
there  was  an  entire  want  of  juris- 
diction in  the  assessors  to  assess 
the  property  in  question,  s.  g.,  the 
snrpius  profits  cf  a  savinffs  bank 
wholly  invested  in  United  States 
bonds.  (MoUter  cf  JTlst&r  Camfiy 
Bamnge  Bank,  90  Hun,  481.) 


%,  Under  the  provision  of  the  act 
to  extend  the  powers  of  boards 
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of  sapeirison,"  etc.  (400.  5,  chap. 
855,  Xatoi  of  1809,  M  amended  by 
chop,  690,  LaiD$  cf  \97\),  which 
requires  the  board  of  goperrieors 
of  a  coanty  (except  New  York  and 
Kings),  upon  the  order  of  the 
county  court  made  on  application 
and  notice  as  specified,  to  refund 
to  a  party  aggneved  "  the  amount 
collected  from  him  of  any  tax 
illepUlv  or  improperly  assessed  or 
levied,  where  a  tax  is  clearly 
illegal,  and  has  been  collected,  the 
county  court  has  power  to  order 
the  board  of  supervisors  to  refund 
the  amount  so  collected.  {In  re 
N.  r.  QUhoUc FMectery, 77 N,  F., 
842.) 

8.  It  is  not  essential  to  the  exercise 
of  this  power  that  the  assessment 
shall  first  have  been  adjudged 
illegal  by  some  competent  tribunal. 

m 

4.  Certain  real  estate  belonging  to 
the  petitioner  was  assessed,  a  tax 
imposed  thereon  and  collected. 
By  its  charter  (aee,  8,  chap.  647, 
Xatof  of  1866),  its  property  "  used 
for  the  charitable  purposes  of  said 
association  "  is  exempted  from  tax- 
ation. Upon  application  to  the 
county  court  under  said  act  for  an 
order  requiring  the  board  of  su- 
pervisors to  refund  said  tax,  the 
petition  alleged  that  the  land  upon 
which  the  tax  was  imposed  be- 
longed to  the  petitioners,  and  was 
used  for  such  charitable  purposes. 
This  was  not  controverted  in  any 
manner: 

Hdd,  that  the  order  was  prop- 
erly granted.    (Id.) 

(L  An  assessment  upon  property 
which  is  by  law  exempt  from  tax- 
ation is  illegal;  and  in  such  case, 
a  county  court  has  iK>wer  under 
the  act  of  1869  («m.  5,  chap.  865, 
Latos  of  1869),  extending  the  pow- 
er of  boards  of  supervisors,  etc., 
to  order  such  boara  to  refund  the 
amount  of  a  tax  so  illegally  as- 
Mssed.  {WiSiamt  agt.  Supert, 
Wa/yne  Ch,,  78  N.  F.,  061.) 


6.  Upon  application  to  a  county  court 
for  an  order,  under  said  act  of 
1869,  directing  the  board  of  super- 
visors to  refmid  a  tax  upon  per- 
sonal property  assessed  to  peti- 
tioner as  agent,  the  proof  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  property  so 
assessed  consisted  of  bonds  and 
mortgages,  some  of  which  had 
been  sent  to  him  for  collection  by 
a  non-resident  of  the  State,  the 
residue  had  been  taken  by  him  on 
re-investments,  and  had  been  left 
or  deposited  with  him  for  collec- 
tion: 

ffeld  (Chubch,  Ch.  J.,  Folgbs 
and  Earl,  JJ.,  dissenting),  that 
such  proper^  was  exempt  from 
taxation;  ana  the  assessors  having 
refused  to  deduct  it  from  the 
agent's  assessment,  on  due  appli- 
cation being  made,  and  a  tax  hav- 
ing been  imposed  thereon  and  paid 
by  him  under  protest,  that  the 
county  court  properly  ordered  the 
refunaing  of  such  tax.    {Id.) 


COUNTY  JUDOS. 

1.  The  provision  of  the  state  Con- 
stitution {€trt.  6,  see,  13),  declaring 
that  "no  person  shall  hold  the 
office  of  Judge  or  justice  of  any 
court "  after  the  last  day  of  Decem- 
ber next,  after  he  reacnee  seventy 


yean  of  1^,  applies  to  county 
iudges.    {Aople  ex  reL  J&^ 
Bmndage,  78  N.  T„  408.) 


eoB  reL  Jeyee  agt 


2.  Said  provision  creates  a  limitation 
of  the  term  of  Office  prescribed^ 
applicable  when  the  incumbent 
attains  thei^e  specified  b^ors  the 
expiration  of  a  full  term;  in  which 
case  his  term  expires  the  last  day 
of  December  succeeding  his  arri  w 
at  that  age.    (Id) 

8.  Where,  therefore,  a  county  Judge 
who  was  elected  in  1878,  and  en- 
tered upon  the  duties  of  his  office 
January  1, 1874,  arrived  at  seventr 
years  of  age  in  November,  1878: 
BM^  that  his  term  expired  on 
the  last  day  of  December,  1878; 
and  that  defendant,  who  was  elect* 
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ed  county  ludee  at  the  f^nenl 
election  in  1878,  was  entitled  to 
the  office.    (Id,) 

COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

1.  This  court  has  control  of  its 
calendar,  and  when  case  is  put 
upon  motion  calendar  and  argued 
it  will  not  be  stricken  therefrom 
and  put  on  regular  calendar.,  {See 
In  re  Heynolds  [Mem.],  77  JV.  K, 
<I81.) 

DAMAGES. 

1.  Damages  are  recoverable  in  an 
equitable  action,  though  the  plain- 
Xm  fails  to  establish  his  right  to 
the  equitable  relief  sought.  Uiai- 
Ifiews  agt.  Del.  and  Had,  ikvnal 
Co,,  20Hun,  437.) 


DECISION. 

1.  A  Judge  has  no  authontv,  on  a 
.written  opinion   deliyered  by  a 

deceased  Judge,  omitting  to  state 
separately  the  facts  found  and  the 
oonclusions  of  law,  and  not  direct- 
ing Judgment  to  be  entered  there- 
upon, and  which  does  not  indicate 
the  party  to  whom  costs  are 
awarded,  to  direct  the  entry  of 
Judgment  upon  it  (  Weyman  agt 
The  NcOional  Broadway  Bank, 
ante,  8dl.) 

2.  Where  a  party  dies  before  the 
"decision"  is  actually  signed  or 
rendered  against  him,  in  a  cause 
tried  before  the  court,  such  deci- 
sion and  all  subsequent  proceed- 
ings, including  the  Judgment 
entered  thereon,  are  Toid  under 
section  765  of  the  Code,  although 
an  cjimibfi  in  duplicate  directing 
thenndings  of  facts  and  conchi- 
frtons  of  law,  and  giving  the  rea- 
Bona  therefor,  was  signed  and 
delivered  by  the  Justice  to  the 
respective  attorneys  while  such 
party  was  living.  (Adams  agt 
im$,  ante,  dOfk) 


8.  The  decision  intended  by  secti<m8 
7U8, 765, 1010  and  1022  of  the  Code 
is  the  written  findings  of  facts  and 
the  legal  conclusions  with  the 
direction  for  the  final  judgment 
to  be  entered,  and  which  must 
constitute  a  part  of  the  Judgment 
rolL    (Id,) 

4.  Until  such  a  decMon  iaeAgned  and 
filed  the  cause  is  not  removed 
from  the  authority  of  the  trial 
court,  but  remains  within  its  con- 
trol ;  and  although  the  Justice  maj 
have  signed  and  delivered  his 
opinion  stating  the  facts  and  con- 
clusions, and  the  Judgment  that 
should  be  entered,  other  and  dif- 
ferent findings  and  conclusions 
mav  properly  be  made  and  a 
different  Juagment  be  directed 
from  that  stated  to  be  proper  in 
the  opinion  (See  Weiymian  agt  The 
Ifatianal  Broadtoa^  Bank,  ants, 
881).    (Id.), 


DEFAULT. 

1.  A  defendant,  by  not  answering 
the  complaint,  does  not  admit  that 

Slaintific  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
emanded  against  him,  but  only 
that  he  is  entitled  to  such  relief 
as  the  facts  properly  alleged  au- 
thoriie.  (ArffoU  agt  PUte,  78  N, 
T„  289.) 


DEFENSES. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  two  promissory 
notes,  the  answer  alleged  an  <^ree- 
ment  between  the  parties  for  a 
valuable  consideration  made  &t  the 
time  the  notes  were  diflcountea,  for 
the  extension  of  the  time  of  pay- 
ment for  six  months,  by^ving  re- 
newal notes  for  those  in  suit,  thatat 
the  maturity  of  the  notes,  defend- 
ants tendered  new  notes  as  agreed, 
which  plaintiif  refused  to  accept: 
Eeld,  that  this  count  in  the 
answer  set  up  a  good  defense. 
(N,  T,  &L.andT.(Jo,  agt  ~ " 
nwr,  77  N.  Y.,  64.) 


4i0 
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2.  Defendant  collected  an  award 
urainst  the  state  as  agent  of  plain- 

HM,  that  he  could  not  interpose 
as  a  defense,  to  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  same,  that  the  award 
belonged  to  a  third  person.  {BaJU 
fau  agt  BaOou,  78  N.  71,  825.) 

8.  Where  a  note  is  given  in  compro- 
mise aad  settlement  of  a  claim  In 
suit,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
of  duress,  or  that  fraud  was  prac- 
ticed in  bringing  aboat  the  com- 
promise, or  tlut  Uie  plafantiff  knew 
that  the  claim  was  groundless  or 
ictitious,  it  is  no  cfofense  to  an 
action  upon  the  note,  that  there 
was  a  good  and  meritorious  de- 
fense to  the  original  claim.  {Jfiketer 
agt.  Wsber,  78  IT,  T.,  884.) 

i.  R  teemi,  that  where  the  facts,  out 
of  which  a  defense  to  the  claim 
arises,  were  known  to  the  party 
making  the  claim,  and  fraudu- 
lently concealed  from  and  un- 
Imown  to  the  other  party  at  the 
time  of  the  compromise,  such 
fraud  may  be  shown.    {Id,) 

9.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  upon 
an  undertaking  given  by  the  plain- 
tiff, in  an  action  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  personal  property,  that  the 
property  is  in  such  position  that 
it  cannot  be  reached;  the  under- 
taking can  only  be  satisfied  by  a 
w-delivery  of  Uie  property  or  by 
payment  of  the  Judgment  (Har- 
fuon  agt.  WWdn,  78  N,  K,  820.) 

8.  In  an  action  upon  a  bond  given 
to  a  savings  bank,  defendant 
daimed  that  there  was  a  fraudu- 
lent suppression  and  concealment 
by  the  persons  who  solicited  him 
to  sign  as  to  the  true  condition 
of  the  bank.  It  appeared  that 
defendant  was  infornauBd,  when  he 
executed  the  bond,  that  it  was  to 
be  used  to  give  credit  to  the  bank 
with  the  banking  department,  and 
with  the  public,  so  that  it  would 
be  enabled  to  continue  its  busi- 


notice  that  the  bank  was  in  a  pre- 
carious condition,  and  that  under 
the  circumstances,  the  fact  that 
its  exact  condition  was  not  dis- 
closed was  no  defense;  also,  that 
as  defendant  had  allowed  the 
bond  to  be  treated  as  an  asset  for 
three  vears,  and  the  public  to  deal 
ifith  it  on  that  assumption  until 
it  became  insolvent,  he  was  estop- 
ped from  setting  up  such  a  defense. 


ttgui 


BM,  that  this  was  a  sufficient 


(Eurd  agt.  KeUy,  78  N.  T.,  SSa) 


DEYISEBS. 

Be$  Tbhahtb  m  Coxicoir. 

Wriffht  agt  Wright,  afU$,  176. 


DIFFICULT  AND   EXTRA- 
ORDINARY. 

1.  The  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover $15,000  damages  claimed  to 
have  arisen  from  a  malicious  in- 
terference by  the  defendant,  with 
the  enjoyment  and  occupation  of 
valuable  premises,  held   by  the 

Elaintiff  under  a  long  lease;  it 
eing  alleged  that  the  defendant 
so  disturbed  the  plain tiff*s  tenants 
and  undertenants  that  the  latter 
were  obliged  to  abandon  the  prem- 
ises, whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  his 
tenants  and  rents,  and  the  premises 
became  greatly  injured,  and  the 
unexpired  term  of  the  plaintilTs 
lease  valueless. 

The  complaint  having  been  dis^ 
missed  at  the  circuit,  held,  that 
the  action  was  a  difficult  and  ex- 
traordinary one  within  section 
800  of  the  Code,  and  that  an  addi- 
tional allowance  of  $250  was 
properly  made»  (Morruan  agt 
Agate,  20  Hun,  28.) 


DI8GHARGB. 

1.  A  debtor  who  has  been  impfris- 
oned  for  removing  and  dispoaiiig 
of  his  property,  with  intent  to 
defraud  his  creditors,  is  not  en- 
titkxl  to  a  discharge  under  ttie 
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provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
relating  to  voluntary  assignments. 
(Oojfln  agt.  Qawrlaiy,  30  Hun,  806.) 


DISCX>VERYAin)  INSPECTION. 

1.  The  directors  of  a  corporation 
which  is  a  party  to  an  action  can- 
not be  required  to  produce  before 
trial,  for  the  inspection  of  the 
opposite  party,  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  or  to  give  him  sworn 
copies  of  entries  therein,  under 
the  provision  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {aec,  808),  authorizing 
the  court  to  compel  such  produc- 
tion or  copv  by  "a party  to  an 
action."  (Soorman  agt.  AU,  arid 
Floe,  R  B.  Co.,  78  K  r.,  599.) 

9.  It  $eerM,  that  to  authorize  the 
production  of  books  and  papers 
under  said  provision,  it  must  be 
shown  that  they  are  in  the  posses- 
sion or  under  the  control  of  the 
person  required  to  produce  them. 

DIVORCE. 

1.  Alimony  and  counsel  fee  will  be 
granted  to  the  wife  in  an  action 
against  her  husband  for  divorce 
to  annul  the  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  his  physical  incapacity. 
{AUm  agt.  AUen,  ante,  27.) 

9.  The  case  of  Ba/rUeU  agt  BarUett 
{Clarifs  Chy,  Beps,,  p,  460)  not 
followed.    (Id,) 

8.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  wife  to 
have  the  marriage  annuUed  for 
fhe  alleged  impotency  of  the  hus- 
band, the  court  is  not  authorized 
to  make  an  order  against  the  hus- 
band for  alimony  to  the  wife,  pen- 
dente Ute,  or  to  provide  funds  to 
defray  the  expenses  of  the  suit 
This  is  adverse  to  AUen  agt.  AUen, 
ante,  p.  27.  (BU^^ood  agt  Blood- 
good^  ante,  42.) 

4  The  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  as  to  requiring  the  hus- 

VoL.  LIX        71 


band  to  pay  sums  necessary  to 
cany  on  the  suit  during  its  pen- 
dency, are  restricted  to  cases 
where  the  wife  admits  the  exist- 
ence of  a  valid  marriage  and  seeks 
a  divorce  or  separation  for  subse- 
quent misconduct  of  the  husband. 

m 

5.  Where  the*  husband  is  plaintiff 
and  seeks  to  annul  the  marriage, 
but  t<he  wife  affirms  its  validity, 
she  is  entitled  to  alimony  and 
counsel  fees.    (M.) 

8.  Where  the  husband  has  stipu- 
lated to  pav  half  the  referee's  fees, 
such  stipulation  wiU  "be  enforced. 

(Id.) 

7.  Sudivision  4  of  section  500  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  was  in- 
tended and  \a  a  substitute  for  the 
writ  of  ne  exeat.  {BoudeavU  agt 
Boudoault,.  ante,  181.) 

8.  Where,  in  a  suit  by  the  wife 
against  her  husband  for  a  divorce, 
the  plaintiff  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant is  about  to  depart  from 
the  state,  with  no  present  inten- 
tion of  returning,  except,  possi- 
bly, to  pass  through  it,  and  that 
he  is  to  sail  for  Europe  within  a 
month,  to  be  gone  inaefinitely: 

Mold,  that  a  case  is  made  out  in 
which  an  order  of  arrest  may  law 
fully  issue.  As  the  judgment 
may  require  the  performance  of 
an  act,  the  neglect  or  refusal  to 
perform  which  would  be  punish- 
able by  the  court  as  a  contempt, 
the  case  is  brought  within  subdi- 
vision 4  of  section  660  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.    (Id,) 

9.  Under  section  780  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  IVocedure,  in  the  first 
judicial  district,  a  motion,  which 
elsewhere  must  be  made  in  court, 
may  be  made  to  a  judge  out  of 
ooiut,  except  for  a  new  trial  upon 
the  merits.    (Id.) 

10.  An  application  for  an  order  of 
arrest  may  be  lawfully  n^ade  to, 
and  properly  granted  by,  a  justice 
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o^t  9t  ^eoust  in  Uub  lint  Judicial 
diflfcrioL    (id) 

U.  Ai^  ayplicalien  which  else- 
where ma^  be  made  in  court»  may 
here  be  made  at  aay  time  to  a 
Judge  out  •!  c^urt    (UnL) 

12.  Au  order  of  arBMt  !•  uoit  Irregu- 
lar which  presoribes  the  form  of 
uudert^oug  as  directed  in  subdi- 
yasion  1  of  aecUon  675  of  the  Code 
of  GivU  Procedure.    (Id.) 

13.  A  delendanf  s  ri^ht  to  the  Jail 
liberties  under  secUou  149,  ia  not , 
in  the  least  affected  by  such  di- 
rection.   If  the  defendant   does 
not  desire  to  give   the   bail  re- 

Suired  by  the  order  to  effect  his 
ischarge,  be  has  a  perfect  right 
to  offer  the  limit  bond  under  sec- 
tion 149,  and  the  sheriff  would  be 
bound  to  accept  it.    (Jd.) 

14  Where  a  decree  of  divorce  kas 
been  obtained  by  a  wife  against 
her  husband  and  an  allowanee  of 
alimony  has  been  made  fer  her 
support  and  "for  the  support 
and  maintenance"  of  her  three 
children: 

HM,  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended that  the  allowance  to  the 
wife  should  be  unchanged,  but 
that  the  provision  for  the  support 
of  the  children  might  be  altered 
as  their  circumstances  changed. 
(Kerr  agt  Kerr,  ante,  865.) 

16.  In  a  suit  for  lindted  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  cruelty,  where  the 
defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  ali- 
mony, upon  which  he  left  the 
state,  and  upon  the  return  of  pre- 
cept unsatisned  an  order  niri  was 
made  that  he  pay  withiA  five 
days  or  that  his  answer  be  struck 
out: 

BM^  ibat,  on  proof  of  default, 
the  court  had  power  to  make  an 
order  striking  out  the  defendant's 
answer,  which  contained  a  gen- 
eral denial,  and  to  direct  a  refer 
.ence  to  take  proof  as  if  no  auswer 
had  been  served.  (Walker  i)gt 
Waiker,  atntt^  476.J 


16.  Where,  in  an  action  for  divorce 
on  the  flpround  of  adultery,  trial  is 
had  before  a  referee,  and  judg- 
ment rendered  upon  his  report  m 
favor  of  defendant,  which  is  re- 
versed by  the  general  term  on 
questions  of  fact  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  the  order  of  general  term 
is  appealaUe  to  this  court,  the 
appellant  giving  the  usual  stipula- 
tion required  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {m6,  191).  (Conger  agL 
0(mg&r,7lJr,  r..482.) 

17.  In  such  case,  upon  affirmance  of 
the  order  here,  iud^ent  absolute 
can  be  renderea  a^inst  the  appel- 
lant upon  such  stipulation,  as  the 
question  of  adulteiy  has  been 
tried,  and  the  decision  of  the  gen- 
eral term  and  of  this  court  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  defendant  is  guilty. 
The  judgment  therefore  will  be 
based  upon  evidence  and  upon 
Judicial  determinations.    (M,) 

18.  As  to  whether  the  order  is  appeal- 
able, where  the  Judgment  waa  re- 
versed for  error  of  law,  not  invol- 
ing  the  merits,  guare,    (Id,) 


WUmiM  OOBT& 

1.  Allowed  againet  superintendents 
of  poor  in  actions  against  over- 
seers of  the  poor.  (JSeeOalktp  agt. 
Bea,  80  mim,  178.) 


ELECTION  OP  HE] 


iiDiiJir^: 


1.  Where,  after  the  gpods  had  gone 
into  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  plaintiff  accepted  from 
her  a  confession  of  Judgment  for 
the  whole  value  thereof,  and  after 
the  facts  now  alleged  to  show 
conversion  of  the  property  were 
known  to  him,  he  issued  an  exe- 
cution for  its  enforcement  and 
collected  a  part  thereof  j 

Held,  that  pHUntiff ,  by  accepting 
the  Judgment  and  taking  out  and 
enforcing,  his  execution,  must  be 
deemed  to  have  made  his  election 
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to  treat  the  goods  as  the  property 
of  the  defendant  imder  a  sale  by 
himself,  and  he  oantiot  afterwards 
change  his  ground  to  that  of 
wrong^l  taking  and  conrersion. 
{Field  agt.  Bland,  ante,  8(».) 


BQunr. 

L  The  erroneous  admission  of  eiri- 
dence  cannot  be  disregarded  where 
the  court  cannot  say  that  sach 
evidence  did  not  affect  the  result 
in  the  case. 

Q^(Bre,  as  to  whether  the  doc- 
trine that  the  appellate  court 
might,  in  itr-discretion  in  equi^ 
cases,  disregard  errors  in  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence,  If  satisfied 
that  the  flndiuffs  of  facts  were 
supported  by  other  and  sufficient 
proof,  has  not  been  overturned  bv 
the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals 
in  FboU  agt  Be&eher.  (Sckoon' 
maker  9Lgt.  Watford,  20  Bun,  166.) 

3.  QtMwv.  as  to  the  right  of  an  appel- 
late court  to  disregard,  in  equity 
cases,  the  erroneous  exclusion  of 
evidence  offered  by  the  appellant, 
on  the  ground  that  the  result  would 
not  have  been  changed  had  such 
evidence  been  received.  {Bblcamb 
agt  Boiarmb,  20  Bun,  IM.) 

EQUTTABLS  LIEKa 

1.  An  agreement  was  entered  into 
in  1875  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  firm  of  A.  fiofeliao  A  Sons 
wherebv  the  former  agreed  to  fur- 
nish said  firm  with  ra^  materials 
for  the  manufacture  of  silk  goods, 
and  to  advance  funds  for  the  pur- 
chase thereof ;  which  goods, 
when  manufactured,  were  to  be 
delivered  to  and  sold  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, the  balanoe  of  the  proceeds 
of  each  sale,  after  deductions  for 
commissions,  insurance  and  ad- 
vances made,  to  be  iMdd  to  said 
firm.  During  the  years  1875  to 
1877,  the  plamtifib  advanced  large 
sums  of  money  to  them,  and  tne 
latter  in  turn  manuf  actnred  ailk 


and  oonsI|nied  the  same  to  plain- 
tiffs for  sale.  On  the  8th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1877,  Soleliac  &  Sons 
failed,  and  made  a  general  assign- 
ment to  the  defendant  The  latter 
took  possession  of  all  the  stock 
and  machinery  of  the  debtors ; 
among  these  were  nineteen  pieces 
of  silk  finished,  «nd  about  f  orty- 
fihre  pieces  unfinished.  The  plain- 
tiffs claimed  to  have  an  equitable 
lien  thereon  for  the  balanoe  due 
them  from  Soleliac  A  Sons,  which 
amounted  to  $10,000,  and  there- 
upon brought  this  action  to  en- 
force the  same : 

BMf  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  oititled  to  recover.  The  iden- 
tical property  or  its  proceeds 
must  be  traced  in  order  to  uphold 
the  lien.  (Bfratm,  Harnman  4b 
Co.  agt  Ohtrttuffer,  ante,  889.) 

2.  Assuming  that  a  valid  trust  was 
created  and  a  lien  thereby  ac- 
quired, It  confers  a  right  of  re- 
covery of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  trust  or  its  proceeds  only; 
and  such  trust  cannot  be  impressea 
upon  the  funds  in  the  hiuids  of 
the  defendant  who  is  ffeneral  as- 
signee for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 
(A) 

ELECTION. 

See  CmzBireHiF. 

Tha  People  ex  reL  (TBonnsU  agt 
Memuiif,  ante,  500. 


EYIDENCS. 

1.  The  defendant  was  a  aational 
bank  doing  business  at  Elmira. 
It  was  in  the  habit  of  receiving 
money  on  deposit  and  of  issuing 
certificates  therefor  to  the  depos- 
itor; in  some  cases  the  certificates 
were  issued  in  the  name  of  Uie 
bank,  in  other  cases  the  money 
was  placed  to  the  credit  of  its 
presiaent.  Van  Oampen,  and  the 
certificates  purportea  to  be  issued 
by  him  Individually,  this  course  of 
business  being  known  to,  and  per- 
mitted by  the  oflOcen  of  the  bank: 


Mi 
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BM,  (hM  the  erideace  was 

roperly   admitted.      (YTeft  agt 

JMional  Bsknk,  20  Hun,  408.) 


prop< 


3.  Upon  the  trial  one  of  the  direc- 
tors was  allowed  to  state  that  he 
was  aware  of  the  fact  that  Van 
Campen's  certificates  were  issued 
for  money  deposited  at  the  bank: 

Held,  that  the  evidence  was  prop- 
eriy  received*  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  officers  of  the 
bank  liaid  knowledge  of  the  course 
of  business  adopted  by  their  em- 
ployees in  oonductinir  business 
orer  the  counter  of  the  oanlL  {Id.) 

8.  Upon  the  trial  of  this  action, 
brought  to  settle  the  accounts  of  a 
firm  that  liad  been  engaged  in 

'  running  a  grist-mill,  it  ai^peared 
tliat  tl£  expenses  of  keeping  the 
miU-flume  and  dam  in  repair  were 
to  be  borne  by  the  parties  equally. 
Upon  the  examination  of  the 
plaintiff  as  a  witness  on  his  own 
beluUf,  he  was  allowed,  against 
the  objection  and  exception  of  the 
defenaant's  counsel,  to  state,  in 
answer  to  questions  put  to  him, 
that  he  should  think  that  the  re- 
pairs he  had  caused  to  be  made, 
mduding  the  labor  of  his  employ- 
ees, amounted,  in  each  year,  upon 
an  average,  to  about  fifty  dollars, 
and  that  the  repairs  he  had  caused 
to  be  made  in  the  last  thirteen 
years  were  worth  $800: 

HM,  that  it  was  error  to  allow 
the  plidntiff  to  ffive  an  aggregate 
estimate  as  to  the  yearly  cost  of 
the  repairs,  grouping  together  the 
labor  of  himself  and  nis  employees 
and  the  cost  of  the  materials  used; 
or  to  give  such  i^  estimate  as  to 
the  gross  amount  of  thevepairs  for 
thirteen  years.  (ChafuUer  agt 
AUm,  9Q  Hun,  i2i.) 

4.  That  the  items  of  labor  and  the 
materials  furnished  should  be 
p^ved  with  reasonable  certainty, 
before  any  allowance  could  be 
made  therefore.    (Id,) 

5.  That  as  the  evidence  was  material, 
and  bore  upon  an  important  issue. 


it  must  be  prosomed  to  have  been 
influential  with  the  referee,  and 
that  a  new  trial  must  therefore  be 
ordered.    (Id.) 

6.  In  an  action  by  an  administrator 
to  set  aside  an  assignment  of  a 
mortgage  made  by  his  intestate, 
the  next  of  kin,  though  interested 
in  the  event  of  the  action,  and 
claiming  their  rights  through  the 
pltdntii^  lure  not  prohibits,  by 
section  889  of  the  Code  of  Civu 
Procedure,  from  testifying,  in  his 
behalf,  as  to  what  they  haonoticed 
and  observed  in  the  conduct  and 
actions  of  the  intestate,  and  as  to 
personal  transactiens  of  his  with 
which  they  had  no  connection, 
and  also  as  to  communications 
made  by  him  to  others  in  their 
presence  without  any  inducement, 
suggestion  or  participation  on 
their  part.  (Hokomb  hf^  Holoomb, 
90  Hun,  166.) 

7.  Quare,  as  to  the  right  of  an  appel- 
late court  to  disn^ard,  in  equity 
cases,  the  eironeous  exdusion  of 
evidence  offered  by  the  appeHant, 
on  the  ground  tliat  the  result 
would  not  have  been  changed  had 
such  evidence  been  receivM.  (Id) 

8.  Although  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution  is  bound 
to  prove  that  the  proceedings  in- 
stituted against  him  have  been 
terminated  by  the  failure  of  the 
grand  Jury  to  indict  or  otherwise, 
yet  this  fact,  when  proved,  is  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  his  inno- 
cence, and  the  defendant  may 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  fact 
|;uilty  of  the  crime  with  which 
Be  was  charged.  (Barbm'  agt 
Gould,  20  Hun,  446.) 

0.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prose- 
cution, proof  of  the  actusl  guilt 
of  the  accused  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  probable  cause,  and  if 
such  proof  be  made,  no  action 
can  be  sustained  bv  the  said  ac- 
tmsed,  however  plainly  malice 
may  be  shown,  or  however  im- 
proper may  have  been  the  motives 
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of  the  peraon  institating  thepToee- 
eution. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  for 
miUicious  prosecution,  the  defend- 
ant oflerea  to  prove  that,  before 
Implying  for  the  warrant,  he  stated 
all  the  facts  within  his  knowledge, 
touching  the  charge  subsequently 
made,  to  one  Horton^  who  was  an 
attorney  and  counselor-at-law, 
and  also  a  Justice  of  the  peace, 
and  sought  to  snow  the  advice  re- 
ceived mm  him.  This  evidence 
was  rejected: 

Held,  that  the  evidence  was  im- 
properly rejected,  and  that  the 
fact  that  Horton  was  the  Justice 
of  the  peace,  to  whom  the  appli- 
cation for  the  warrant  was  subse- 
quently made,  did  not  render  its 
rejection  proper.  (Turner  agt 
DinruffOT,  20  Mun,  465.) 

10.  The  accused  waa  drinking  in  the 
complainant's  saloon  when  one  of 
the  party  gave  a  doUar  bill  to  the 
bar-tender,  who  gave  back  the 
change  to  such  person,  and  put 
the  bfll  in  the  money^drawer, 
which  was  left  open.  While  the 
bartender  was  stooping  down  to 
take  a  bottle  from  under  the 
counter  the  accused  reached  over 
the  counter  and  took  the  bill  from 
the  drawer;  he  made  no  attempt 
to  secrete  it,  and  at  once  returned 
it  with  the  remark  that  "it  was 
done  in  fun:*' 

MM,  that  these  facts  did  not 
Justify  a  conviction  of  petit  lar- 
ceny. {Vevwis  agt  JPiople,  20 
Mun,  9S.) 

11.  The  minutes  of  the  proceedings 
of  a  manufacturing  corporation 
are  admissible  to  show  knowledge 
on  the  part  of  a  trustee  of  the 
falsity  of  the  report  as  to  its  capi- 
tal stock.  (Pier  agt  Gwrge,  20 
JSuTi,  210.) 

12.  In  an  action  for  work  and  labor, 
where  the  value  of  the  service  is 
in  question,  it  is  competent  for  a 
witness,  who  has  heard  the  testi- 
mony of  another  witness  as  to  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  services 


Tendered,  to  give  an  opinion  as  to 
the  value  of  we  services  so  testi- 
fied ta  (Seymour  agt  .PUtoiM,  77 
N.  T.,  178.) 

18.  In  an  action  for  slander  or  libel, 
evidence  of  the  repetition  by  de- 
fendant of  the  slanderotis  or  libel- 
ous matter,  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  is  incompetent 
But  error  in  the  reception  of  sact 
evidence  cannot  be  based  upon  a 
general  objection  thereto.  The 
specific  objection  should  be  made 
presenting  the  fact  upon  which  the 
rule  is  baaed,  i  «.,  that  the  repeti- 
tion was  titer  the  action  was 
begun.  (JMif  agt  A/me,  77  If, 
T.,  182.) 

14.  I>efendant  published  two  artides 
aocosinff  plaintiff  of  producing  a 
I^yang  claiming  to  be  the  author, 
when,  in  fact,  it  was  written  by 
another  person,  sent  to  plaintiii 
for  eKamination,  wrongfully  re- 
tained by  him,  and  subsequently 
so  produced  as  his  own.  In  an 
action  for  libel,  plaintiff  to  prove 
hialioe,  introduced  in  evidence 
otlier  articles  repeating  the  charge 
substantiallv,  and  also  alleging 
that  the  play  was  taken  Ixrailv 
from  a  oertam  published  novel 
Thereupon  the  oefendant  offered 
to  show  that  the  play  was  like  the 
novel  referred  ta  This  evidence 
was  rejected: 

Held,  no  error;  as  the  resem- 
blance of  the  play  to  the  novel 
was  not  an  issue  in  the  case*  ••  (Id.) 

15.  Defendant's  answer  alleged  the 
receipt  by  him  of  a  letter  from 
plaintiff's  attorneys,  and  gave  what 
purported  to  be  a  copy  thereof;  it 
referred  to  an  article  published  in 
"The  World"  newspaper.  De- 
fendant, as  a  witness,  testified  that 
he  had  read  the  article  refened  tOi 
The  article  was  offered  hy  plain- 
tiff, and   received   in   evidence: 

Held,  no  error ;  as  the  article  was 
by  the  terms  of  the  letter  made 
part  of  it    (Id.) 

16.  In  one  of  the  articles  published 
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1^  defendant  and  offered  in  eri- 
dence  by  plaintifP,  reference  was 
made  to  a  prior  article  publiBhed 
by  defendant;  this  was  offered  in 
eridence  by  the  latter,  and  rejected. 
Heldf  no  error;  it  not  appear- 
ing that  there  was  anything  in  the 
article  received  in  eridence  which 
needed  explanation  from  the  prior 
one.    (Id.) 

17.  The  recitals  in  a  warrant  of  the 
goyemor  of  this  state  for  the  arrest 
of  a  fugitiya  from  the  justice  of 
another  state  are  to  be  taken,  at 
least  vrma  faoie,  as  true.  (fiBoj^ 
ex  rd.  Dramr  agt  Pihherton^  77 
N,  r.,  246.) 

18.  A  return  therefore  to  a  writ  of 
habdoe  aorptu  setting  forth  such  a 
warrant,  which  contains  recitals  of 
facts  necessary  to  confer  authority, 
under  the  Consiitation  and  laws  <tf 
the  United  States,  to  issue  it,  k  a 
sufficient  justifioation  for  holding 
the  prisoner,  without  producing 
the  papers  or  eyidenoe  on  which 
the  goyemor  acted.    (Id,) 

19.  As  to  whether  the  warrant  is  oon- 
chisiye,  or  may  be  met  by  eyidenoe 
on  the  pait  of  the  prisoner  show- 
ing that  the  papers  presented  to 
the  goyemor  were,  in  fact,  defec- 
tiye,  quan,    (Id,) 

Ml  The  G.  M.  Life  Insuranoe  Com- 
pany loaned  certain  mone^,  for 
which  it  received  the  individual 
notes  of  T.,  defendant's  cashier; 
the  checks  for  the  amounts  loaned 
were  made  payable  to  the  order 
of  T.,  and  the  entries  of  the  loans 
in  the  books  of  said  company 
were  as  made  to  T.: 

HM,  that  these  were  not  con- 
clusive that  the  loan  was  made  to 
T.  individually;  but  that  it  was 
proper  to  show  by  oral  evidence 
that  the  loan  was  made  to  defend- 
ant. (B{9r«w»agt  At,  JM.  Bank, 
77  M  r.,  804.) 

SI.  Also,  hM,  that  evidence  of  con- 
versations had  between  the  officers 
of  the  company,  and  T.,  and  de- 
fendant's president,  both  during 


the  transactions  relating  to  the 
loan,  and  thereafter,  in  regard 
thereto,  and  in  reference  to  collat- 
erals given  to  the  company  there- 
for, was  competent.    (Id.) 

38.  Also,  held,  that  for  the  puipoee 
of  rebutting  any  presumption  aris- 
ing from  the  form  of  tne  entries 
in  the  books  of  the  company;  it 
was  competent  to  show  similar  en- 
tries in  said  books  of  a  former  loan 
made  to  defendant    (Id.) 

88.  Where  a  woman  Is  indicted  as 
a  f&mme  iole,  and  pleads  to  the 
indictment,  this  is  prima  fade 
evidence  that  she  is  unmarried. 
(SeOer  agt  Psople,  Tt  if.  T.,  411.) 

34.  In  an  action  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  certain  personal  property, 
which  plaintiff  claimed  under  a 
sale  from  B.,  the  defense  was  that 
the  alleged  sale  vras  fraudulent 
as  agahist  Idle  creditors  of  8.  8., 
as  a  witness  for .  plaintiff,  was 
asked  whether  the  sale  was  made 
for  an  improper  purpose;  afeo 
whether  anything  transpired  be- 
tween him  and  pudntiff,  by  which 
he  gave  plaintiff  to  understand, 
or  by  wUeh  it  was  understood, 
that  the  transaction  was  for  an 
improper  imrpose  or  to  d^raud 
creditors.  These  qoestions  were 
excluded  under  objection. 

Bdld,  no  error,    (blaut  agt  Cfttb- 
Ur,rJN.  r.,461.) 

86.  By  his  applications  for  policies 
of  life  insurance  D.  warranted  that 
he  was  then  in  good  health  and  of 
sound  body,  that  he  usually  en- 
joyed good  health,  and  that  he  had 
not  during  seven  years  previous 
had  any  severe  disease.  D.  died 
within  three  years  after  the  last 
application  was  made.  Upon  the 
trial  of  an  action  upon  the  policies 
issued  upon  such  application  it 
appeared  that  the  death  of  the  in- 
sured was  caused  by  nervous  apo- 
plexy. Defendant  then  off erea  to 
Srove  what  causes  produced  that 
isease;  also,  that  death  thereby 
is  the  result  of  some  disease  or 
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diSMMB  ot  long  staodiitf;  not 
iroat  any  sudden  cftuse;  this  was 
oblgcted  to  and  rejeoted.        < 

Ihld,  einror;  that  the  eyidence 
rejected  was  competent  as  bearing 
up(m  the  wanranties.  {Edinffton 
agk  jSHna  JU  hm.  0^,11  If.  T„ 

20.  A  Dhvsician  testified  as  a  witness 
for  aelendant  that  he  became  ac- 
quainted with  D.  in  Uie  winter  of 
1802;  that  he  attended  him  pro- 
fessionally durinff  the  next  spring 
and  summer,  and  then  ceased  to 
attend  or  prescribe  for  him  pro- 
fessionally, but  his  acquaintance 
continued  until  the  death  of  D. 
The  witness  was  then  asked  if  D. 
was  cured  when  he  left  his  hands; 
if  in  his  opinion  D.  was  in  good 
health,  of  sound  body,  and  one 
who  usualtf  enloyed  good  health 
in  1867,  when  the  first  application 
was  nuide,  and  whether  in  his 
opinion,  excluding  any  knowledge 
or  infonnation  obtained  whue 
treating  D.,  and  Judging  from  his 
appearance  from  that  time  until 
1867,  D  was  in  good  health,  etc. 
These  questions  were  objected  to 
and  excluded. 

J9Uei,  error;  that  they  were  such 
as  could  properly  be  put  to  a  physi- 
cian under  the  provision  of  the 
statute  (8  i2L  A,  406,  m0.  78)  pro- 
hibiting a  physician  from  disdos- 
ing  any  information  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  prescribe,  acquired 
while  attending  upon  a  patient 
professionally.    (IdJ) 

27.  In  an  action  to  reeorer  for  the 
conversion  of  a  stock  of  foods,  or 
personal  property  consbting  of 
many  items,  a  witness  who  has 
made  a  list  of  all  the  items  and 
their  values,  and  who  is  able  to 
testify  that  all  the  articles  named 
were  taken  and  were  of  the  values 
stated,  may  aid  his  memoiy  while 
testifying  by  such  list,  and  may 
use  it  to  enable  him  to  state  the 
items;  after  he  has  testified  the 
list  mav  be  put  in  evidence,  not 
as  proving  anything  of  itself,  but 
as  a  detailed   statement  of  the 


items  testffled  ta    (H&ward  agt 
MclMmaid,  77  IT.  T„  (M.) 

a&  The  trial  ooort  may  in  its  dis- 
cretion require  the  witness  to  tes- 
tii^  to  eaoh  item  sraarately ,  ormay 
allow  him  to  testify  generally  to 
the  items  and  their  values  ana  re- 
ceive the  memorandum  as  the  de- 
tailed result  of  the  examination. 
(Id.) 

26.  The  rule  that  wbers  an  agree- 
ment is  reduced  to  writing,  it  can- 
not be  controverted  or  varied  by 
parol  evidence,  applies  only  to  the 
parties  to  the  agreement;  one  not 
connected  in  any  way  with  the 
agreement  may  show  by  parol 
wnat  the  real  transaction  was. 
(Brown  agt.  Tkurber,  7*  Jf.  T., 
618.) 

86l  The  role  prohibiting  the  recep- 
tion of  parol  evidence,  varying  or 
modifymg  a  written  agreement, 
does  not  apply  where  the  original 
contract  was  verbal  and  entire,  and 
a  part  only  was  reduced  to  writing ; 
nor  does  it  apply  to  a  collateral 
tmdertaking;  these  facts  are  al- 
ways open  to  inquiry  and  may  be 
proved  by  parol  (Chopin  agt 
Dob$m,  78  N,  F.,  74.) 

81.  This  action  was  brought  for  an 
alleged  breach  of  an  agreement  in 
writing,  by  which  plaintiffs  agreed 
to  furnish,  and  defendant  to  pur- 
chase, certain  machines  upon  terms 
and  at  times  niecified.  Defend- 
ant alleged,  and  was  permitted  to 
prove,  under  objection,  a  parol 
agreement  made  at  the  same  time, 
and  in  consideration  of  which  he 
executed  the  writins^,  by  which 
plaintiffs  guaranteed  "that  the 
machines  should  be  so  made  that 
they  would  do  the  defendant's 
work  satisfactorily,'*  if  not  that 
plaintiffs  would  take  them  back; 
evidence  was  also  given  showing 
a  breach  of  such  guaranty.  The 
referee  found  that  the  matters  in 
writing  and  the  oral  guarantee  con- 
stituted the  contract  between  the 
parties: 
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Held,  that  the  evideooe  was 
properly  received,  as  there  was 
nothing  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment to  show  that  it  if  m  the  whole 
agreement  between  the  parties, 
and  as  the  oral  goaianty  did  not 
controvert,  and  was  not  Inconsist- 
ent with  the  written  oontraot; 
also,  that  it  was  within  the  prov- 
ince of  the  referee  to  make  such 
finding.    (Id.) 

88.  In  an  action  npon  a  promissory 
note,  the  defense  was  in  substance 
that  defendants  purchased  for 
plaintiff,  and  witn  her  money, 
certain  United  States  bonds;  that, 
she  not  desiring  to  be  known  as 
the  purchaser,  they  were  bought 
in  a  defendant's  name,  and  left  in 
his  hands  for  safe  Iteeping,  the 
note  bein£  given  as  a  means  of 
insuring  tne  delivery  of  the  bonds 
when  called  for,  or  of  obtaining 
a  compensation  therefor  if  they 
were  withheld;  and  that  the  bonds 
were  subsequentlv  delivered  to 
plaintiff's  husband,  who  was  her 
authorized  agent  Upon  the  trial 
one  of  the  defendants  was  allowed 
to  testify  to  conversations  with 
plaintiff's  husband,  who  was  then 
deceased,  in  one  of  which  he 
requested  witness  to  go  and  pur- 
chase the  bonds  in  his  own  name. 
Ko  authoritv  had  then  been  shown 
in  plftintiflrs  husband  to  act  for 
her,  and  the  evidence  was  oblected 
to  on  that  ground;  the  authoritv 
was  subsequently  proved,  and  it 
appeared  from  the  record  that  the 
tnal  court  knew  that  ihis  should 
be  established  before  the  declara^ 
tions  were  competent: 

EM,  that  the  objection  was 
simply  to  the  order  of  proof,  which 
is  always  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  so  was  untenable. 
(PkUner  agt  Platn^,  78  JV:  ¥.,  90.) 

88.  AlsoAtfU,  that  the  testimony  was 
relevant.    (Id.) 

84.  The  testimony  was  also  obj|ected 
to  as  in  violation  of  the  spirit  of 
section  309  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure; held,  untenable.    (Jd.) 


80.  Whatever  evidence  ia  offered 
which  will  assist  in  knowing  wliich 
party  speaks  the  truth  of  the  issnes 
In  enaction  is  relevant;  and  when 
to  admit  it  does  not  override  other 
formal  rules  of  evidence,  itahoold 
be  received.    (Id,) 

86.  E. ,  a  witness  for  defendant,  was 

Eermitted  to  testifv  that  plaintiff's 
ttsband,  prior  to  die  givmg  of  the 
note  in  suit,  had  talked  with  wit- 
ness about  the  purchase  of,  or 
investment  in  United  States  bonds, 
this  was  objected  to  as  liearsay 
and  irrelevant: 

Held,  untenable;  that  it  was  not 
hearsay,  as  what  was  said  was  not 
given  m  evidence;  and  that  it  waa 
relevant    (Id.) 

87.  One  of  the  defendants  testified 
that,  when  the  bonds  were  given 
up,  he  asked  plaintiff's  husbuid  if 
he  had  the  note  with  him,  that  he 
said  he  had  not,  but  "  would  bring 
it  over  or  destroy  it,  one  of  the 
two,  tame  a*  he  had  dime  a  number 
of  Umee.**  The  clause  italicized 
was  objected  to  as  hearsay  and 
irrelevant: 

Held,  untenable ;  that  if  intended 
bv  the  witness,  as  the  statement 
of  a  fact  known  to  him,  it  was 
relevant;  if  intended  as  an  utter- 
ance of  the  husband,  it  was  part 
of  the  res  geeta,  and  so  competent 
(Td.) 

88.  Where  part  of  a  conversation 
with  a  party  to  the  action,  or  his 
agent,  has  been  given  in  evidence 
by  the  opposite  party,  any  other 
or  further  part  of  the  conversation 
which  will,  in  any  way,  explain 
or  qualify  that  given,  may  be 
proved  in  reply;  but  portions  of 
the  conversation  not  thus  con- 
nected with  that  proved  are  not 
made  admissible,    (Id.) 

89.  The  price  at  which  real  estate 
seUs  upon  foreclosure  sale  is  com- 
petent evidence  as  to  its  value. 
iKfUek.  Life  Ine.  Qk  agt  NeUm, 
78  -y.  r..  189.) 
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40.  In  an  action  "by  a  grantee  of 
mortgaged  premises  to  have  tiie 
mortgage  canceled  as  paid,  dec- 
larations of  the  mortgagor  while 
the  owner  and  in  possession,  as  to 
payments  made  by  him  on  the 
mortgage,  are  not  oonroetent  as 
evidence  against  plaintiff.  (Fiwte 
agt.  JBeeeAer,  78  A  T.,  15&) 

41.  One,  through  whom  the  plaintiff 
in  such  action  derived  title,  is  in- 
competent, under  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure (m0.  899),  to  testify  as  to 
dedarations  made  by  the  mort- 
gagor, he  being  at  tne  time  de- 
ceased.   {Id.) 

48.  The  surety  upon  the  bond  of  a 
non-resident  executor  ib  interested 
in  the  event  of  the  accounting  of 
his  principal,  within  the  meamng 
of  section  899  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure. (JI»2Z0r  agt  Montffomory, 
78  N.  r.,  282.) 

48.  Accordingly  "held,  that  such  a 
surety  was  Incompetent  to  testify, 
as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  exe- 
cutor, to  a  personal  transaction  or 
communication  between  him  and 
the  deceased.    (Id.) 

44.  Also  hdd.  that  the  fact  that  the 
surety  was  called  by  those  object- 
ing to  the  executor's  account,  and 
was  examined  as  to  other  facts  to 
which  he  was  competent  to  testify, 
was  not  a  waiver  of  their  right  to 
object  to  the  calling  out  of  tne  in- 
eompetent  evidence  upon  cross- 
examination.    (Id.) 

45.  Also  htUd,  where  such  incompe- 
tent evidence  was  given  without 
objection,  that  the  court  had  the 
power  to  strike  it  out  on  motion, 
proof  being  made,  that  at  the  time 
tiie  evidence  was  given,  the  con- 
testants were  ignorant  of  the  fact 
that  the  witness  was  a  surety;  and 
it  appearing  that  no  harm  could 
come  to  the  executor  by  the  delay 
in  making  the  objection,  that  it 
was  a  matter  within  the  discretion 
of  the  trial  court,  with  the  fair 
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exercise  of  which  this  court  would 
not  interfere.    (Id.) 

46.  In  an  action  by  an  administratrix 
defendant  was  called  as  a  witness 
in  his  own  behalf;  on  cross-ex- 
amination he  was  asked  what  Uie 
consideration  expressed  in  a  deed 
from  the  deceased  to  him  was;  he 
answered,  "$6,000 imaginary  con- 
sideration." His  counsel  then 
asked  him  to  state  the  real  con- 
sideration; this  was  objected  to  as 
calling  for  a  transaction  with  the 
deceasied.  and  excluded;  hM,  no 
error.  (BaUou  agt.  BaOou,  78  K. 
r.,  826.) 

47.  Havinff  established  a  conspiracy, 
proof  oi  the  acts,  admissions  and 
declarations  of  any  one  of  the  con- 
spirators in  pursuance  and  further- 
ance of  the  criminal  enterprise, 
and  in  reference  thereto,  is  com- 
petent But  the  statement  of  one 
of  them  as  to  a  past  transaction 
accompanying  no  act  done  in  fur- 
therance of,  or  in  connection  with 
such  enterprise,  is  not  competent 
against  the  others.  (N.  T.  Onar, 
and  Ind.  Co.  agt  Oiecuan,  78  Ni 
Z.,  604) 

48.  Accordingly  Mdf,  error;  where 
the  wife  of  one  of  the  alleged  con- 
spirators was  allowed  to  testify  to 
statements  made  to  her  by  him  as 
to  acts  done  by  the  parties  impli- 
cated.   (Id,) 

49.  Also  hdd,  that  evidence  to  the 
effect  that  one  of  the  defendants 
had,  previous  to  the  transactions 
in  question,  been  engaged  in  other 
crimes,  and  had  harbored  and 
associated  with  other  criminals, 
was  improperly  received.    (Id.) 

50.  Statements  of  a  defendant,  per- 
tinent to  the  issues,  are  competent 
evidence  against  him  of-  the  facts 
stated;  but  such  statements  are 
not  competent  to  discredit  the 
statements  of  a  witness  for  the 
defendants.    (Id.) 

51.  It  is  o(«ipetent  upon  the  croa»' 
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ezamiBfttioft  of  a  witiieaB  to  sbow 
that,  upon  a  material  matter,  he 
testified  diilerentlT  before  a  grand 
JoiT  from  the  endenoe  gAwa.  by 
him.    (Id,) 

69.  In  an  action  td  recover  damages 
for  the  alleged  negligent  killing  of 
M.,  plaintiff's  intestate,  held,  that 
testimony  of  a  witness  as  to  what 
occurred  alter  the  accident  was 
competent  as  part  of  the  rM  £Mta. 
(CoMy  ttgL  2f:r,  CandKlLR 
22.  Cb.,TO-y..Z,  518.) 

68.  Also  that  evidence  was  compe- 
tent that  it  was  the  custom  of 
defendant  to  keep  a  flagman  at 
the  place  in  question.    (JS.) 

64  By  the  terms  of  the  leaae  the 
tenant  was  to  keep  the  premiaes 
in  repair;  the  lease  was  renewed 
trom  year  to  year  by  indorsements 
thereon: 

HM,  that  evidence  of  a  verbal 
arrangement,  prior  to  the  last  re- 
newal, by  which  the  landlord  was 
to  make  repairs,  and  of  the  bad 
condition  oi  the  premises,  because 
of  failure  so  to  do,  was  Wopeiiy 
excluded.  (NieoU  agt.  Bvrke,  78 
7.,  580.) 

66.  But  Mtf,  that  a  BubBequen.t  parol 
agreement  reducing  tM  rent  for 
the  future,  which  had  been  acted 
upon  by  the  parties,  was  valid  and 
obligatoiy.    (Id,) 

66.  While  parol  evidenoe  is  admis- 
sible to  show  a  mistake  in  a  written 
agreement,  vet  to  Justify  a  refor- 
mation of  the  instrument  on  that 
ground,  the  mistake  should  be 
proved  as  much  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court  as  if  admitted.  (Ford 
agt.  Joifce,  78  iV:  K,  618.) 

67.  On  trial  of  IndictDient  for  mur- 
der, where  deceased  was  shot,  a 
piece  of  paper,  claimed  to  be  the 
wadding  of  the  gun  was  produced, 
and  a  witness  who  testified  he  was 
familiar  with  the  appearance  of 
wadding  shot  from  a  gun,  was 
asked  whether  the  paper  had  that 


i4>pearaBca.  This  was  objected  «• 
as  not  being  the  subiect  A  expeart 
testimonv.  The  objection  was 
overrulea«  and  witness  answerad 
that  the  paper  had  that  appear- 
ftnoe.  The  general  term  hen  this 
error,  and  reversed  tiie  judgment 
of  conviction.  The  court  here  held 
the  ease  a  border  one;  that  while 
ordinarily  a  Judgment  would  not  be 
reversed  because  of  the  reception 
of  such  evidence,  yet,  it  being  a 
capital  case,  they  would  give  de- 
fendant the  benefit  of  the  doubt, 
and  so  sustained  the  reversal,  (te 
People  agt  Jlianke  [Mem.],  78  Si 
T.,  611.) 


EXAMINATION  OP  PARTY. 

1.  Upon  appeal  from  an  order  deny- 
ing a  motion  to  vacate  a  previous 
oiuer,  the  appellate  court  should 
not  listen  to  the  objection  that  the 
order  to  show  cause  on  such  mo- 
tion did  not  ffl>eclfy  the  irregulari- 
ties or  grounds  upon  which  It  was 
sought  to  set  aside  the  orlgizud 
order,  unless  it  appears  that  such 
objection  was  made  in  the  court 
below.  (MSUbt  agt  Kent,  anU, 
821.) 

d.  Where,  upon  motion  for  the  et- 
aminatton  of  a  defendant  before 
trial,  the  affidavit  states  enough 
to  fritraw  the  materiality  of  the 
examination,  other  facts  aaod  con* 
elusions  stated  by  way  of  argu- 
ment to  show  tM  materiality  of 
testimony  to  meet  alleged  defenses 
should  not,  under  the  drcumstaa- 
oes  of  this  case,  defeat  the  exam- 
ination.   (Id,) 

8.  Where  a  broker  or  commission 
merchant  withholds  the  fullest  in- 
formation to  his  customer  in  rela- 
tion to  property  alleged  to  have 
been  bought  or  sold,  the  right  to 
examination  before  trial  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  alleged  profits  or  to 
adjust  unsettled  accounts  should 
be  fully  accorded.    (Id,) 

4,  In  an  action  by  the  administnu 
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tor  of  a  deceased  partner  against 
the  suryiying  partners,  among 
other  thiztfs  for  an  accounting, 
the  plaintin  is  entitled  to  an  order 
for  the  examination  of  the  de- 
fendants in  order  to  enable  him 
to  prepare  a  complaint,  but  the 
examination  should  be  limited  to 
an  inquiry  only  into  the  facts 
necessary  to  be  included  in  the 
complaint  {Baitmond  AgL  Bnoakif 
ante,  883.) 

8^  Where  the  main  purpose  of  an 
examination  of  parties  before  trial, 
as  disclosed  by  the  affldayit  on 
which  the  oraer  for  the  exam- 
ination was  made,  seemed  to  be 
designed  to  establish  the  ultimate 
fact  of  an  indictable  offense  in 
which  the  plaintiff  confesses  him- 
self ffuilty  with  the  defendants: 
EM,  tnat  it  is  not  competent 
to  compel  the  defendants  to  tes- 
tify to  any  eyidentiary  fact»  such 
as  the  execution  of  certain  deeds 
and  the  like,  which  haye  a  tend- 
ency to  establish  what  might  re- 
sult in  a  criminal  charge  against 
them,  or  which  will  subject  them 
to  a  penalty.  {Oreensward  agt. 
Union  Dtme  Bcmtifft  Institution, 
<mU,  899.) 

6.  Parties  to  a  suit  hayo  the  right 
to  be  protected  from  inquiries  of 
this  kind,  and  the  proper  course 
to  be  pursued  is  by  motion  to  limit 
the  examination  to  legitimate  mat- 
ters rather  than  by  objection  to 
the  seyeral  questions  as  they  may 
be  propounaed,  or  by  the  adyice 
of  counsel  to  his  clients  that  they 
are  shielded  by  the  statute  from 
answering.    {Id,) 

7.  To  Justify  an  order  to  examine  a 
defendant  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to 
fiame  his  pleading,  the  affldayit 
must  make  disclosure  of  what  in- 
duced plaintiff  to  proceed;  and 
the  framing  of  a  general  ayennent 
is  not  sufflcient  iSimmans  agt. 
VanderbOt,  cmU,  411.) 

8.  An  order  for  the  examination  of 
an  adyeise  party  before  trial  will 


not  be  granted  where  tbe  appli- 
cant on^  seeks  to  find  out  what 
the  opposite  party  will  swear  to, 
so  as  to  enable  him  to  prepare  to 
meet  and  oyercome  it  (tHt/gMt- 
rick  agt  Van  Schaitk  et  alL,  ante, 
472.) 

9.  After  the  serylce  of  an  amended 
complaint  herein,  and  before  the 
eeryice  of  an  amended  answer, 
the  defendant  applied  for  an  order 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  appear 
and  be  examioM  before  trial.  The 
defendant's  affldayit  set  out  at 
length  the  nature  of  the  action, 
the  relief  soueht  and  the*yarious 
matters  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
and  alleged  that  the  deponent  was 
adyised  and  belieyed  that  it  was 
material  and  neeessary,  in  the 
preparation  of  his  answer,  that 
he  should  be  permitted  to  exam- 
ine the  plaintiff  as  to  the  allega- 
tions set  forth  in  the  complaint 
The  affldayit  then  set  forth  the 
allegations  as  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  to  be  examined,  but  men- 
tioned no  facts  tending  to  show 
such  examination  to  be  Aeoessarr 
or  material,  nor  did  it  set  forth 
the  nature  of  the  defense  to  be 
interposed. 

ni>on  an  appeal  from  an  order 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  appear 
and  be  examined,  held,  that  the 
affldayit  was  def ectiye  in  not  set- 
ting forth  the  nature  of  the  defense 
to  be  interposed.  {Boberieon  agt 
Bu89ea,^Uun,%4&.) 

10.  That  it  was  also  def  ectiye  in  not 
setting  forth  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances showing  an  examination 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  material  and 


11.  Under  section  870  of  the  Code  of 
Ciyil  Procedure  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  examine  the  defendant 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  facts 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  frame 
his  complaint  (Bruibane  9^  Brie- 
bane,  20  H%m,  48.) 

12.  Upon  an  application  for  an  order 
requiring  the  defendant  to  appear 
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and  be  examined,  to  enable  the 

plaintiff  to  obtain  facta  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  frame  hia  com- 
plaint, the  affidavit  need  not  state 
that  the  plaintiff  intends  to  use 
the  deposition  upon  the  trial  of 
the  action.    {Id.) 


EXAMINATION  AND  IN8PE0- 
TION  OP  BOOE0  AND  PA- 

PSR8. 

1.  The  creditors  have  an  absolute 
right  to  examine  into  the  affairs 
of  the  assignors,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose to  inspect  their  books.  (Mat- 
t&r  of  Iridor  and  Hmn,  amiU,  96.) 

8.  The  inspection  need  not  be  made 
hy  the  creditor  personally.  He 
ma^  designate  some  one  to  make 
it  for  him,  and  it  cannot  be  an  ob- 
jection that  the  person  so  dedg- 
sated  is  an  expert    (Id,) 


BXOBPTION. 

1.  The  remariu  of  the  court  ad- 
dressed to  counsel  on  the  rejection 
of  evidence,  or  as  to  the  need  of 
delaying  the  trial  to  send  for  wit- 
nesses, are  not  the  subject  of  ex- 
ception. {DcUy  agt  Bitms,  77 
J«:  r.,  182.) 

d.  An  exception,  as  to  language 
used  in  a  charge,  to  be  available, 
must  present  it  in  the  same,  or  in 
equivalent  words,  embracing  the 
substance  of  the  charge,  and  pre- 
senting so  clearly  and  distinctly 
the  proposition  enunciated  by  the 
court  that  there  can  be  no  doubt 
as  to  what  was  actually  intended. 
{McQirOey  agt.   JJ.  S.  JL  Ins.  Co,, 

rxN,  r.,495.) 

8.  Where  the  phraseology  of  the 
exception  is  of  doubtful  con- 
struction, BO  that  it  is  not  easy  to 
determine  what  is  meant,  and  to 
say  that  it  applies  to  any  distinct 
portion  of  the  charge  as  made,  it 
furnishes  no  ground  for  reversal 
of  the  judgment,    (/d) 


4.  There  is  no  distinction  between 
legal  and  equitable  actions,  or  be- 
tween actions  tried  by  a  Juiy  or 
a  court,  in  respect  to  the  availabil- 
ity of  exceptions  taken  upon  the 
trial  upon  admission  of  incompe- 
tent evidence;  in  any  case  an  error 
in  receiving  such  evidence,  if  prop- 
erly excepted  to,  can  only  be  dis- 
regarded when  it  can  be  seen  that 
it  could  do  no  harm.  (Jbpia  agt, 
Beechar,  78  N.  Y„  165.) 

5.  In  action  of  tremass  upon  lands 
defendant  claimed  to  be  in  poeses- 
sion  under  a  parol  contract  for 
the  purchase^  the  referee  found 
that  defendant  was  in  lawful  pos- 
session: 

Hdi,  that  an  exception  to  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  defendant, 
incompetent  under  section  399  of 
the  Code,  as  to  the  parol  contract 
{pi4  vendor  liaving  died),  was  not 
ground  for  reversal,  as  the  evi- 
dence was  entirely  immaterial  and 
could  not  have  injured.  (See  Fbn^ 
ner  agt  Johntan  [Mem.  K  78  if. 
r.,  617.) 

EXCESSIVE  DAMAGEa 

1.  A  verdict  in  an  action  for  an  as- 
sault and  battery  will  not  be  set 
aside  on  the  ground  that  the  dam- 
ages  are  excessive,  unless  it  appears 
to  be  the  result  of  prejudice  or 
passion  on  the  part  of  the  jury. 
(£jyf  agt.  TmmanB,  20  Hun,  138.) 


EXECUTION. 

1.  An  execution  issued  against  a  city 
marshal  on  a  district  court  judg- 
ment, a  transcript  of  which  has 
been  filed  in  the  countv  clerk's 
office,  must  be  returned  by  the 
sheriff  to  the  clerk  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas  and  not  the  clerk 
of  the  citv  and  county  of  New 
Tork.  (oartel  agt  Ounningham, 
ante,  129.) 

2.  An  execution  a^nst  defendant's 
person  is  not  void  because  of  the 
omission  to  direct  its  return  within 
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•ixtydavs;  and  a  retarn  lyj  the 
ahenff  that  the  defendant  was  dis- 
charged under  an  order  heeause  of 
sach  defect  fell  with  the  reversal 
of  the  order  on  which  it  was  based, 
and  the  validity  of  the  execution 
'  was  not  impured  thereby.  (Bene- 
diet  db  Bumham  Mimt^ftieturing 
Oompany  agt.  Thay&r,  crnie,  d73.) 

8.  A  deputy  sherifF  levied  under  an 
execution,  issued  upon  a  Judgment 
recovered  against  the  present 
plaintiff,  upon  certain  articles  of 
property  claimed  to  be  exempt; 
at  the  time  of  making  the  levy 
he  told  the  plaintiff's  wife  that  he 
thought  the  propeitv  was  exempt, 
and  told  the  plaintiif  that  he  would 
levy  on  it  and  take  it  away  if  he 
(plaintiif)  did  not  forbid  him;  to 
which  the  plaintiff  replied,  "I 
didn't  know  that  I  could  forbid 
you,"  and  further  said  that  the 
deputy  might  take  it.  The  plain- 
tiff was  abo  present  at  the  sale 
and  made  no  claim  that  the  prop- 
erty was  exempt  from  execution : 
beldf  that  having  failed  to  claim 
that  the  property  was  exempt  at 
the  time  the  levy  was  made  he 
could  not  thereafter  claim  that 
0uch  lev^  was  unlawful  and  sue 
the  sheriff  to  recover  dama|^ 
therefor.  (Twm&r  agt  Borihvatek, 
dO  Hull,  119.) 

4  To  Justify  an  execution  against 
the  body  it  must  be  clear  from  the 
pleadings  and  Jud^ent  that  the 
action  is  one  in  which  it  is  author- 
ized; and  upon  a  motion  to  set  it 
aside  it  is  competent  to  show  the 
tiieory  upon  which  the  case  was 
tried  and  decided.  {Nfftd  agt. 
lAghUUme,  Tt  N.  T,  96.) 

5.  To  obtain  the  lien  upon  the  per- 
sonal prox)erty  of  a  Judgment 
debtor  given  by  the  statute  (2  B. 
B„  8(16,  ftS6.  18;  Code  cf  GMl  Pro- 
cedure, see.  1405),  from  the  time  an 
execution  is  delivered  to  a  sheriff 
"  to  be  executed,"  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient merely  to  place  an  execution 
In  the  hancfs  of  the  sheriff.  {Smith 
agt.  Bfrtoin,  77  2f.  F.,  486.) 


6.  Where  an  execution  is  delivered 
with  directions  to  do  nothing  but 
to  hold  it  for  further  orders,  while 
thus  held  the  sheriff  is  the  agent 
Of  plaintiff,  the  execution  is  dor- 
mant, and  no  lien  upon  the  pro- 
perty of  the  debtor  is  acquired 
thereby.    {EL) 

7.  This  action  was  upon  a  promlB- 
sonr  note  made  by  defendant  W., 
ana  indorsed  for  nis  accommoda- 
tion by  defendant  K  Judgment 
was  entered  against  W.  by  default; 
execution  issued  and  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  with  directions  not  to 
act  upon  it  or  make  any  levy  until 
further  orders.  During  the  life  of 
the  execution  W.  had  in  his  open 
and  visible  possession  personal 
property  sufludent  to  satisfy  it 
When  plaintiff  directed  a  levy  no 
proper^  could  be  found : 

Held,  that  no  lien  was  acquired 
upon  tiie  property  of  W.  by  the 
issuing  of  the  execution;  that 
plaintiffs  were  under  no  obligation 
to  £.  to  secure  such  a  lien;  and 
that  therefore  tiie  facts  constituted 
no  defeuBe  as  to  £.    (Id) 

8.  An  action  was  brought  by  a  cor- 
poration to  recover  possession  of 
personal  property,  in  which  a 
claim  for  the  immediate  delivery 
of  the  property  was  made.  A  re- 
ceiver of  the  corporation  was  sub- 
sequently appointed  and  was  sub- 
stituted as  plaintiff  in  its  stead; 
Judgment  was  rendered  In  favor 
of  defendant,  in  the  usual  form 
for  a  return  of  the  property  or 
for  its  value,  and  execution  was 
issued  thereon,  which  was  returned 
unsatisfied.  In  an  action  upoiUhe 
undertaking  fiven  by  said  plain- 
tiff upon  su^  claim;  held,  that 
defendant  could  not  object  that 
the  execution  was  irregularly  is- 
sued, it  being  against  an  officer  of 
the  court,  and  issued  without 
leave;  that  if  the  execution  was 
improperlv  issued.  It  ^  could  only 
be  vacatea  by  motion  for  that  pur- 
pose.   CBarritan  agt  Wilkin,  78 

5r.  r.,  890.) 
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SXBCUTIOir  AGAINST    THS 
PERSON. 

1.  Where,  in  an  acdon  against  a 
common  carrier  to  recover  the 
▼alue  of  artidea  taken  from  a  pas- 
aenger'a  baggage  while  in  the  pos- 
aeasion  of  the  carrier,  it  appe|ara 
from  the  complaint  that  the  action 
is  founded,  not  upon  contract,  but 
upon  the  breach  of  the  carrier's 
I^gal  duty,  •  the  action  is  in  tort 
and  for  an  injary  to  propttty 
within  section  64tt  of  the  Oode  of 
Civil  Procedure,and  the  defendant 
corporation,  if  it  recover  a  Judg- 
ment for  costs  therein,  may,  under 
subdivision  1  of  section  1487  of, 
the  said  Code,  issue  an  execution 
against  the  person  of  the  plaintiff 
tar  the  collection  thereof.  (OaiUn 
agt.  AeUrondaek  Oo.,  20  Hun,  19.) 

2.  Where  an  execntion  issued  against 
the  person  of  a  Judgment  debtor 
fails  to  require  the  sheriff  to  return 
it  to  the  proper  clerk  within  sixty 
days  from  its  receipt,  the  execu- 
tion is  not  thereby  rendered  void, 
and  an  order  allowing  the  pMntiff 
to  amend  the  same  by  inserting 
such  a  direction  should  be  mnted 
as  a  matter  of  course,  (ienedtet 
and  Bumham  Jffg,  Co.  agt  Thayer, 
20  Eu,n,  647.) 

8.  The  remedy  of  a  defendant  held 
by  the  sheriff  under  an  execution 
from  which  such  direction  is 
omitted  is  by  a  special  motion, 
and  not  by  an  application  for  a 
discharge  under  a  writ  of  habeoB 
corpus,    (IdL) 

4  Arrest  of  a  defendant  under  an 
order  of  arrest  and  also  under  an 
execution  issued  on  the  Judgment  t 
—  effect  on  the  order  or  arrest  of 
a  reversal,  on  appeal  of  the  Judg- 
ment (See  Baople  e»  reL  Moberts 
agt  Bowe,  20  £Rm,  86.) 

5.  On  Judgment  In  Justices'  court 
against  the  person— set  aside 
where  an  Issue  Joined  in  an  action 
on  contract,  was  changed  by 
amendment  to  one  in  tort  in  the 


absence  of  the  defendant     {8oe 
eUmoro  9^Bafnua,  20  Hun,  614.) 

6w  The  court  cannot  release  a  defend- 
ant held  under  an  exeentioii,  bo- 
cause  of  his  Inability  to  endure 
imprisonment — Code,  section  802 
Is  only  applicable  to  one  confined 
for  contempt**- to  what  diseases 
it  is  applicable.  (See  Moore  agt 
MeMaJion,  20  jERin,  44.) 


E3CECUT0RS  AND  AJ>MINtS- 
TRATORS. 

1.  Where  one  of  two  executors,  after 
letters  testamentary  were  issued 
to  both,  petitioned  the  surrogate 
that  the  letters  testamentary  issued 
to  him  might  be  revoked,  for  rea- 
sons assigned  by  him,  and  that  he 
be  discharged  from  his  office  as 
executor,  and  such  petition  was 
granted  by  a  decretal  order  of  the 
surrogate,  but  in  such  form  as  not 
to  affect  the  letters  testamentary 
granted  to  the  other  executor,  and 
the  executor  so  discharged,  after- 
wards, and  by  an  instrument  in 
writing,  executed  and  acknowl- 
edfi;ed  by  him,  in  pursuance  of  the 
order  of  the  surrogate,  formally 
renounced  and  resigned  his  office 
as  executor,  and  "^hen  afterwards, 
upon  the  death  of  the  surviving 
executor,  letters  "de  bonis  non, 
with  the  will  of  the  testator  an- 
nesrod,  were  issoed  to  a  third  per- 
son bjf  the  surrogate : 

Edd,  that  upon  snek  facts  the 
executor  so  released  and  dis- 
charffed,  there  being  nb  unexe- 
cuted trust  under  the  will  remain- 
ing In  him,  had  no  standing  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  will,  and  this, 
although  he  was  a  l^gpsSee  under 
the  wBl,  especiaDy  when  it  ap- 
peared that  he  had  assigned  all  lus 
interest  in  the  legacy.  {Trow  agt 
S^wion,  arUe,  214) 

2.  Where  an  executor,  upon  his  own 
petition,  has  been  rdeased  from 
his  office  as  executor,  and  has  form- 
ally renounced,  he  cannot,  after 
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letters  **d$  homii  iMn/'  with  the 
will  annexed,  h*Te  been,  Xxj  the 
surrogate,  iaaued  to  another,  re- 
tract his  renunciation  and  seek  to 
be  restored  {Bobevia&n  agt.  Mc- 
G«MsA.  11  Po^,  640).    (/d.) 

8.  Executors  as  trustees,  the  ques- 
tion considered.    (Id,) 

4.  The  surety  upon  the  bond  of  a 
non-resident  executor  is  interested 
in  the  event  of  the  accounting  of 
his  principal,  within  the  meaning 
of  section  899  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure. (irtZZor  agt.  Mtmtgom&ryf 
78  N,  r.,  282.) 

6.  Accordingly,  lidd,  that  such  a 
surety  was  incdmpetent  to  testify, 
as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  exe- 
cutor, to  a  personal  transaction  or 
communication  between  him  and 
the  deceased.    {Id.) 

6.  Also  hdd,  that  the  fact  that  the 
surety  was  called  by  those  object- 
ing to  the  executor^  account,  and 
was  examined  as  to  other  facts  to 
which  he  was  competent  to  testify 
was  not  a  waiver  of  their  right  to 
object  to  the  calling  out  of  the  in- 
competent evidence  upon  cross- 
examination.    {Id,) 

7.  Also  "hdd,  where  such  incompe- 
tent  evidence  was  given  without 
objection,  that  the  court  had  the 
power  to  strike  it  out  on  motion, 
proof  being  made  that,  at  the  time 
the  evidence  was  given,  the  con- 
testants were  ignorant  of  the  fact 
that  the  witness  was  a  surety;  and, 
it  appearing  that  no  harm  could 
come  to  the  executor  by  the  delay 
in  making  the  objecl^n,  that  it 
was  a  matter  within  the  discretion 
of  the  trial  court,  with  the  fair 
exercise  of  whieh  this  court  would 
not  interfere.    {Id,) 

&  A  surrogate  has  so  authority,  up- 
on the  accounting  of  an  executor, 
to  direct  him  to  pay  a  sum  to  his 
counsel  for  the  services  of  the  lat- 
ter; chaiges  for  services  rendered 
by  an  attorney  to  an*executor,  are 


against  the  executor  individually, 
and  there  is  no  authority  warrant- 
ing a  decree  in  favor  of  the  attor- 
ney, against  the  estate,  or  against 
tlie  executor  as  such.  {Beaman 
agt  WMkhMd,  78  Hf,  T,,  806.) 

9.  The  allowances  authorized  to  be 
made  by  the  act  of  1868,  relating 
to  proceedings  in  the  surrogate's 
court  (H6,  8,  thap,  802,  Xckm  of 
1868)»  are  to  the  executor  himself, 
and  allow  him  to  charge  the  estate 
for  su(di  counsel  fees  as  he  has  been 
obliged  to  pi^,  limited,  however, 
by  the  rate  prescribed  by  the  act 
(Id,) 

10.  Where  a  surrogate,  in  his  decree 
upon  the  final  aooounting  of  an 
executor^  directed  the  payment  by 
him  to  his  oounsel  of  asom  stated; 
hM,  that  the  question,  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate  to 
make  the  order,  could  be  raised 
by  motion  before  the  surrogate  to 
set  aside  that  i)ortion  of  the  de- 
cree; and  that  an  appeal  lay  from 
an  order  denying  such  motion. 
ifd.) 

11.  A  person  is  not  entitled  to  receive 
commissions  both  as  executor  and 
as  trustee  upon  the  same  fund  for 
the  same  time.  (Had  agt  HaU, 
78  N.  T„  686.) 


BXTRA  ALLOWANCE. 

1.  The  action  was  broujght  to  recover 
$16,000  dunages  clauned  to  have 
arisen  from  a  malicious  inter- 
ference by  the  defendant,  with 
the  enjo3rment  and  occupation  of 
valuable  premises,  hidd   by  the 

ghdntiff  under  a  long  lease;  it 
eing  alleged  that  the  defendant  so 
disturbed  the  plaintiif  s  tenants 
and  undertenants  that  the  latter, 
were  obliged  to  abandon  the  prem- 
ises, whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  his 
tenants  and  rents,  and  the  premises 
became  greatly  injured,  and  the 
unexpired  term  of  the  plaintifTs 
lease  valueless. 
Tlie  comi^nt  havings  been  dis- 
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.  mived  at  the  ciicuit,  hM,  that 
the  action  was  a  difficult  and  ex- 
traordinary one  within  section  800 
of  the  Code,  and  that  an  additional 
allowance  of  $250  was  properly 
made.  (Mbrrigon  agt  Agate,  w 
Hun,  2a) 

WEEB. 

tm  Under  the  Ittdiciarj  act  the 
poundage  of  the  referee  on  f ore- 
closure  and  sale  is  limited  to  ten 
dollars,  and  is  not  increased  by 
the  act  of  1876  amending  section 
809  of  the  Ckxle  of  Procedure. 
{Birffe  agt  Ainmoarth  et  aL,  wUe, 
47a) 

2»  This  amendment  does  not  phe 
the  right  to  such  fees  or  pound- 
age, but  is  merely  a  UmUaiion  of 
the  fees  or  poundage  allowable, 
the  right  thereto  being  dependent 
upon  other  statutory  provisions. 

a  If  the  seventy-seventh  section  of 
Uie  judiciary  is  repealed  the  ref- 
eree is  remitted  to  the  three  dol- 
lars per  dav  under  the  general 
rule  as  to  leierees'  fees.    {Id,) 


FOREIGN  BXECUTORa 

1.  This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover rent  due  on  a  lease  executed 
by  one  Qibson,  against  the  defend- 
ant, as  executrix  of  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  the  said  Gibson. 
The  defendant  was  appointed  such 
executrix  by  the  surrogate  of  Mon- 
mouth county,  in  the  state  of  New 
Jersey,  and,  as  such  executrix,  had 
taken,  possession  of  the  prexnlses 
so  leased  to  the  said  Gibson: 

JEMdf  that  the  courts  of  this  state 
had  no  Jurisdiction  of  an  action 
ai  law  against  a  foreign  executrix, 
and  that  the  action  could  not  be 
maintained.  {FSMsgLGib9(>n,W 
Hun,  274) 

2.  Quwre,  as  to  whether  if  the  com- 
plaint had  contained  i^ypropriate 


averments,  the  acticm  could  have 
been  maintained  as  one  In  eqnlly 
for  an  accounting.    {Id.) 


FOREIGN   INSURANCE    COM- 
PANIE& 

1.  Where  the  defendants  had  issued 
several  policies  of  insurance  upon 
property  located  In  West  Troy, 
and  had  paid  the  two  dollars 
upon  the  hundred  on  premiums 
received,  but  had  not  given  the 
bond  required  by  the  statute 
{Lam  of  1876,  tihapier  359,  tohicK 
ii  amendatory  of  cka^pter  465  of 
LafD8  of  1875),  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  penalty  for  not  having 
given  the  bond  as  required  by  the 
statute: 

Held,  that,  by  the  act  of  the 
legislature  {Lates  of  1879,  chapter 
IIM)  which  a^in  amends  the  acts 
of  1875  and  1876,  the  right  to  such 
penalties,  when  the  premium  has 
been  paid,  is  taken  awav,  and  the 
statute  necessarily  includes  and 
covers  the  case  of  a  suit  already 
brought,  as  well  as  that  of  one  to 
be  Drought  {Fire  Department 
ef  We9t  li'oy  agt  Ogden,  ante,  21.) 

2.  Where  a  penalty  has  been  im- 
X>osed  by  law,  the  legislature  has 

Eower  to  repeal  it  entirelv,  or  to 
mit  the  cases  in  which  it  is  re- 
coverable, even  though  an  action 
has  been  brought  for  its  recovery. 
(W.) 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

1.  The  courts  of  this  state  reco&[- 
nize  foreign  Judgments  as  bind- 
ing here  when  the  record  shows 
that  the  courts  rendering  a  Judg- 
ment had  lurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject and  of  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  give  full  credit  to 
such  Judgments  by  refusing  to 
retiy  the  matters  when  once  de- 
termined in  an  action  where  the 
foreign  courts  had  acquiredjuris- 
diction.  {EOkepmrd  s^  Wrigkt, 
ante,  512.) 
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SL  But  the  Jiidgvient  of  the  court 
of  a  sister  state  has  no  binding 
effect  in  this  state,  unless  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter and  of  the  person  of 
the  party  sought  to  be  affected 
thereby,  and  t£e  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion renders  the  judgment  a  mere 
nullity  here,    (la.) 

t  Where  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant was  served  with  a  copy 
of  the  bill  of  complaint  in  the 
action  in  the  Canada  court,  at  the 
village  of  Westfield,  in  the  county 
of  Chautauqua,  in  the  state  of 
Kew  York,  the  place  of  defend- 
ant's residence,  where  the  service 
was  made: 

Beld,  that  such  service  did  not 
give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the 
p^^son  of  the  defendant  No 
0overeignty  can  extend  its  powers 
beyond  its  own  territorial  limits 
to  subject  either  person  or  prop- 
erty to  its  judicial  decision. 
Every  exercise  of  authority  of 
this  sort  beyond  this  limit  is  a 
nullity.    (Jd) 

1  A  citizen  of  one  state  or  countiy 
cannot  be  compelled  to  go  into 
another  state  or  country  to  litigate 
a  civil  action  by  means  of  process 
served  in  his  own  state  or  country. 
And  a  judgment  obtained  i^x)n 
such  service,  where  no  appear- 
ance is  made  by  the  person  so 
served,  can  impose  no  personal 
liabilitv  which  will  be  recognized 
beyond  the  state  in  which  the 
action  originated.    (Id.) 

5.  It  is  claimed  that  the  defendant 
was  a  citizen  of  Canada,  although 
residing  in  the  state  of  New  York 
at  the  time  ol  the  service  upon 
him  of  the  bOl  of  complsint,  and 
that  the  Canada  court  had  juris- 
diction over  his  person  whereso- 
ever he  was  served: 

JSeld,  that  If  the  fact  was  as  is 
claimed,  as  a  resident  of  New 
York,  a  judgment,  to  be  enforced 
against  him  personally  elsewhere 
than  in  the  country  where  it  was 
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obtained,  cannot  be  supported  by 
sucdi  a  service.    (HbL) 


FORMER  ADJUDICATION. 

.  In  an  action  to  recover  wages 
under  an  alleged  contract  of  em- 
ployment for  one  year  at  an  agreed 
{>rice,  payable  ratably  and  month- 
y,  the  complaint  showed  thai 
Slalntiff  was  out  of  the  service  of 
efendant,  and  was  in  the  hire  of 
ethers  a  part  of  the  alleged  term. 
It  appeared  upon  the  trial  that 
plainuff  had  before  sued  the  de- 
fendant for  wages  for  a  prior 
month;  the  defense  therein  was  a 
denial  of  the  hiring,  other  than  a 
permission  to  remsln  temporarily 
to  close  up  oertain  work,  and  that 
defendant  left  plaintiff's  employ- 
ment on  the  twentieth  of  the 
month.  Judgment  was  given  for 
plaintiff  in  Hakt  action,  adjudging 
him  to  be  entitled  to  the  wages  for 
the  month: 

SUd,  that  the  defendant  was  not 
barred  from  setting  up  and  prov- 
ijQg  a  discharge  of  plaintiff  from 
his  service,  by  the  fact  that  it  was 
not  set  up  andproved  in  the  former 
action.  (Weed  agt.  Burt,  78  If. 
T,  1(».) 

,  This  action  was  brought  by  plain- 
tiff as  assignor  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  of  J.  for  the  alleged  con- 
version of  goods  levied  on  bv  de- 
fendant R.,  as  sheriff,  by  virtue 
of  an  execution  against  H.,  in 
favor  of  the  other  defendants. 
Plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  a  ludg- 
ment-roll  in  an  action  brought  by 
him  against  J.  H.  and  another,  to 
determine  the  title  to  the  gooda 
The  judgment  therein  determined 
that  the  title  to  the  goods  was 
originally  in  H.;  that  she  trans- 
f emd  them  to  J.  as  security  for 
money  loaned  by  him,  and  thai 
by  the  assignment  to  plaintiff,  he 
acoiured  J.'s  interest: 

HM,  that  said  iudgment  estab- 
Jshed  conclusively  tnat  title  to 
the  property  was  in  plaintiff  good 
as  against  the  defendants  in  that 
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action,  and  eyery  -jpenoa  claiming 
under  them,  subaequent  to  Judg- 
ment therein;  but  that  an  exe- 
cution creditor  of  H.  could  aaBail 
•  the  transfer  to  J.  as  fraudulent 
.  and  void  as  to  him,  this  not  hav- 
ing been  adjudicated  in  the  former 
action;  that  defendants  therefore 
were  notKSonduded  from  showing 
that  the  transfer  to  J.  was  fraudu- 
lent in  fact,  or  was  fraudulent  and 
void,  because  there  was  no  change 
of  possession,  and  the  written 
transfer  was  not  filed  as  a  mort- 
gage.   (Baymand  agt  Bickmond, 

FORMER  SUIT  PENDING. 

1.  A  plea  of  a  former  suit  pending 
can  only  be  supported  by  showing, 
as  matter  of  fact,  that  a  former 
suit  was  pending  when  the  second 
action  was  commenced.  (Porter 
agt.  K^tbury,  77  If.  F.,  1«4.) 

9.  Such  a  plea  cannot  be  supported 
by  proof  of  an  unsatisfiea  Judg- 
ment against  the  plaintiff  in  a 
prior  unsuccessful  action  upon  the 
claim,  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
second  action.    (Id,) 

8.  This  plea  was  interposed  in  an 
action  upon  an  undertaking  given 
on  appeal.  It  appeared  that  a 
former  action  had  been  brought, 
the  complaint  in  which  omitted  to 
allege  that  notice  of  Judgment  had 
been  served  as  requir^  by  the 
Code  of  Procedure  (M  'Oode,  aec. 
848);  the  complaint  was  demur- 
red to  and  demuTTer  sustained 
because  of  this  omission;  and  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the 
second  action  the  former  suit  had 
proceeded  to  final  Judgment  on 
the  demurrer,  which  judgment 
remained  unsatisfied.  Kotice  of 
Judgment  was  served  after  the 
commencement  of  tiie  first  and 
prior  to  the  second  action: 

Held,  that  the  plea  was  not  sus- 
tained; also  that  the  former  Judg- 
ment was  not  a  bar.    (Id) 

4  Also,  Md,  that  an  appeal  brought 


in  the  first  action,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  second,  had  no 
retroactive  effect,  so  as  to  sustain 
the  plea.    (Id) 


GENERAL  GUARDIAN. 

1.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by 
a  general  guardian  in  his  own 
name  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  his 
ward.  (HBtuejutei^BgLKtiU^ante, 
24) 

8.  Where  the  decree  of  a  surrogate 
directed  an  administratrix  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiff,  as  general  guar- 
dian of  their  infants,  a  certain 
sum  **  for  each  of  said  infants,  as 
the  distributive  shares,"  of  each 
of  them: 

JBM,  upon  demurrer  to  the 
complaint,  in  an  action  brought 
by  the  general  fuardian  of  one  of 
the  infants  for  her  separate  share, 
that  the  other  infants  were  not 
necessary  parties  to  the  suit,  and 
that  a  separate  suit  might  be 
brought  for  each  share.    (Id) 

8.  When  a  public  officer  perfonns 
a  specific  act  in  pursuance  of  a 
statute,  it  must  be  presumed'  to 
have  been  done  for  the  purposes 
of  the  act,  and  in  pleading  it  is 
sufficient  to  aver  the  performance 
of  the  act    (Id) 

4.  Thus,  where  a  bond  given  by  an 
administratrix,  was  orderea  by 
tiie  surrogate  to  be  assigned  to 
the  general  guardian,  under  the 
statute,  the  presumption  is,  that 
it  was  directed  to  be  assigned  for 
the  purpose  of  being  prosecuted. 
(Id) 

GENERAL  TERM. 

1.  A  decision  of  the  general  term  of 
Uie  supreme  4;ourt  to  be  valid, 
must  be  concurred  in  by  at  least 
two  Justices.  Where  two  only  are 
present  at  a  decision,  a  Judgment 
m  the  case  to  which  one  of  them 
dissents  is  not  made  effective  bj 
his  assent  to  the  entzy  thereof. 
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In  re  miyf9  Oo.  El  B.  R  Oo,,  78 
~  r.,  888.) 


%.  A  motion  to  confirm  the  report  of 
commissioners  appointed  herein 
was  heard  at  a  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court,  three  justices 
being  present;  no  decision  was 
then  made,  and  the  general  term 
was  adjourned  to  a  subsequent 
day;  on  that  day  one  of  the  jus- 
ces  was  not  present.  One  of  those 
present  read  an  opinion  in  faTor  of 
confirming  the  report,  from  which 
the  other  dissented.  The  absent 
justice  had  sent  to  the  chief  justice 
a  statement  in  writing  that  the 
report  should  be  confirmed;  there 
was  no  written  concurrence  by  him 
in  the  opinion,  and  no  personal 
consultation  had  been  had  between 
him  and  either  of  the  other  justi- 
ces. A  memorandum  was  filed  the 
same  as  if  all  three  of  the  justices 
were  present,  stating  that  the  re- 
port of  the  conmiissionerB  was  con- 
flrmed: 

HM  (Miller,  J.,  dissenting), 
that  an  order  of  confirmation  en- 
tered thereon  was  imauthorized : 
and  that  a  refusal  of  the  general 
term  to  vacate  the  same  on  motion 
was  error.    (Id,) 


HABEAS  CORPUS. 

1.  The  supreme  court  at  chambers 
or  a  county  judge  has  not  juris- 
diction to  grant  a  writ  of  habeag 
corpus  upon  the  application  of  a 
wife,  livrng  in  a  state  of  separa- 
tion from  her  husband,  respecting 
the  ciMtody  of  a  minor  child. 
The  fieopie  m  rtL  Ward  agt 
Ward,  ante,  174.) 

8.  The  writ  k  founded  upon  8  Re- 
vised Statutes  (Bankt^  m  ed.,pa0e 
168),  and  the  application  muit  be 
made  to  the  eupreme  eeurt,  and 
it  must  be  not  only. granted  by, 
but  returnable  before  the  wpreme 
eourt.    (Id,) 

8.  The  restriction  in  the  habeas 
carpus  act  that  application  for  a 


writ  must  be  to  a  Judge  or  officer 
within  the  coun^  whm  the  pris- 
oner is  detained,  or  an  adjoining 
county,  does  not  apply  to  the  su- 
preme court  or  one  of  its  Jus- 
tices. (The  Bfopie  ea  reL  Bmn- 
thai  agt  Omeles,  ante,  d87.) 

4.  TLe  plain  reading  of  the  statute 
is  that  an  applicatfon  may  be  made 
to  the  supreme  court,  or  to  one  of 
its  justices  anywhere,  but  when  it 
is  made  "  to  any  officer  who  may. 
be  authorized  to  perform  the 
duties  of  a  justice  of  the  supreme 
court  at  chambers*"  that  officer 
must  be  or  reside  ''within  the 
coun^  where  the  prisoner  is  de- 
tainea,"  unless  there  "  be  no  sudi 
officer  within  such  county,  or  If 
he  be  absent,  or  for  any  cause  be 
incapable  of  acting,  or  have  re- 
fused to  grant  sucE  writ"    (Id.) 

5.  Where  the  petition  fails  to  state 
the  locality  of  the  confinement  it 
is  defective.  The  localilr  of  the 
detention  should  be  statea  so  that 
the  discretion  of  the  court  or 
judge,  as  to  the  place  of  the  return 
of  the  writ,  oould  be  exercised. 
(Id.) 

8,  The  petition  is  required  to  state 
"  that  such  prisoner  is  not  com- 
mitted or  detained  by  virtue  of 
any  process,  judgment,  decree  or 
luogment  speciflcMi  in  the  preced- 
mg  twenty-second  section."  A 
detention  for  one  of  the  canaos 
specified  in  said  section  should  be 
negatived.  The  petition  should 
show  the  party  detained  to  be 
without  the  aKception.    (Id,) 

7.  The  recitals  in  a  wanant  of  the 
governor  of  this  state  for  tiie  ar- 
rest of  a  fugitive  from  the  lustice 
of  another  state  are  to  be  tafcen,  at 
least  prmafaeie,  as  true.  (Beiple 
ex  ret.  Draper  agt  PMterim,  77 
IT.  Z,  245.) 

8.  A  relum  therefoM  to  a  writ  of 
Aadea«  OM^ni^  setting  forth  such  a 
warrant,  which  contains  recitals  of 
facts  necessaiy  to  confer  author 
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ft^,  under  the  dmetitutiom  and 

laws  of  the  United  Statee^  to  ieaue 
U»  is  a  sufficient  Justiflcation  for 
kolding  tlie  prisoner,  wit]K>ut  pro- 
dudng  the  papers  or  eyidenoe  on 
..  which  the  goyemor  acted.    (Id.) 

t.  As  to  whether  the  warrant  is 
ooncluaive,  or  najr  be  met  hf  eri- 
dence  on  Uie  part  of  the  pnsoner 
showing  that  the  papers  presented 
to  the  governor  were»  in  fact,  de- 
fective, numre,    {Id,) 


ILLEGAL  XHADB. 

As  SmacABT  PnooBBDmoa. 

['    8hcM  agt.  MeOar^,  an«9,  487. 


mFHSONSD  DSBTORa 

Under  the  provisiaas  of  the  act 
|HOTiding  for  the  disohazigs  of 
imprisoned  debtors  where  the 
pi^sceedings  are  had  uwler  article 
e,  chapter  5,  part  a,  titk  1  of  the 
Htfvised  Statutes: 

am;  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
debtor  are  not  "lust  and  fair" 
where  he  has  removed  his  own 
aroperty  with  intent  to.defjraud 
ns  own  creditors  or  to  benefit 
himself  or  his  own  family,  al- 
Ih9u^  neither  he  nor  his  ninily 
have  been  benefited  by  the  act — 
his  creditors  nevertheless  having 
been  deprived  of  the  property. 

Hold,  also,  that  where  the  debtor 
has  procured  from  the  creditor,  at 
whose  Mdt  he  is  imprisoned,  prop- 
ecty  fay  fsaiBd,  even  if  he  has  q>ent 
the  proceeds  in  anjn  waj  that 
would  be  unobjectionable  if  they 
were  his  own,  and  if  by  loss  or 
acoident  he  is  deprived  of  them, 
his  proceedings  an  not  "lust  and 
fair." 

EM,  further,  that  where  the 
debtor  has  combined  or  united 
with  others  to  fraudulently  obtain 
the  property  of  the  creditor  at 
whose  suit  he  is  imprisoned,  even 
ii  such  others  got  the  proceeds  of 
the  fraud  and  he  got  none,  his  pro- 


oeedings  aM  not  "just  and  fair" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
(Matter  oj  JSobertB,  ante,  136.) 

S.  %t,  on  tlie  other  hand,  if  tlie 
prisoner,  while  le^alty  liablo  for 
the  debt  or  the  damage  growing 
out  of  the  fraud  or  tort,  was  yet 
innocent  of  a  guUfy  intent,  and 
either  received  none  of  its  fruits, 
or  property  accounts  for  what  he 
got,  the  tort  in  question  would  be 
no  bar  to  his  discharge.    (Id) 

8.  In  this  case  if  tiie  }ndment 
i^ainst  the  prisoner  is  oondusiTe 
that  he  had  knoirtedge  of  tiie  f  imud 
by  which  the  money  was  proeiffed 
from  the  plaintiif,  it  would  be 
indlsputaUe  evidence  that  the 
debtor's  proceedings  have  not  been 
"just  and  fair,"  and  would  be 
fatal  to  this  application  for  his 
disohaige.  Whether  the  judgne^ 
is  conclusive  or  not  as  to  that  fact 
depeiuis  on  whether  such  a  flndms^ 
was  indispensable  to  plaintiff^ 
i600Tery«    (Id.) 

4.  If  the  Judgment  does  not  neces- 
sarily involve  a  finding  that  1m 
had  a  f raudulont  intent  or  guilty 
knowledge,  the  question  is  an  open 
one  and  may  be  tried  in  this  pro- 
ceeding; if  otherwise,  then  having 
been  onoe  litigated  and  determ- 
ined between  the  plaintiff  and 
himself,  it  cannot  be  retried,  but 
he  is  bound  by  it  no  matter  bow 
onerous  the  consequences  maybe. 
(Id,) 

5.  An  adludicatioB  in  proceedings 
under  the  fifth  artide  of  chapters, 
pait  8,  title  1  of  the  Revised  8ta^ 
utes,  is  conclusive  upon  any  ques- 
tion that  is  determined,  which 
subsequently  arises  under  the  sixdi 
article  of  the  same  ehapter.    (Id,) 

6.  Hie  principle  of  tte  rule  as  to  rss 
atfftuUeata  (except  in  cases  of  mere 
motions  incidental  to  an  action) 
has  no  reference  to  the  form  or  the 
object  of  the  litigation  in  which 
the  particular  fact  is  determined 
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which  10  thenceforth  to  he  deemed 
established  as  between  the  parties 
to  the  dispute.  The  f  orm  or  oblect 
of  the  prior  litigation  does  not  alter 
the  conclnsiFe  effect  of  the  Judg- 
ment  or  decision.    (Id,) 

T  Where,  upon  the  examination 
of  the  petitioner,  an  imprisoned 
debtor,  m  the  proceedings  for  his 
discharge  from  imprisonment,  it 
appears  that  his  proceedings  have 
not  been  ' '  jutt  and  fair  "  towards 
a  creditor  under  whose  Judgment 
heisimpitsoniod: 

Bdd,  that  the  petition  should 
he  denied.  (MaUBr  of  Fink,  ante, 
145.) 

8:  i>«as0dSHMi  which  are  not  ''Just 
and  fai^'^^wMdn  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  explained.    (M.) 

#.  On  an  appKcaMon  to  disohar^ 
a  pa«ott  nom  imprisonment  m 
custody  upon  final  prooess.  what 
is  required  is  that  the  proceedings 
of  the  debtor  have  been  "  Jort  and 
fair  "  In  respect  to  the  matters  that 
he  is  Tequirsd  to  swear  to  in  the 
affidavit  upon  presentiog  his  peti- 
tion. They  relate  to  the  inquirv 
whether  he  has  made  any  such 
disposition  of  his  property,  as  in 
the  affidavit  he  is  obliged  to  swear 
that  he  has  not;  or,  in  other  words, 
whether  the  Judge  is  satisfied  that 
the  statement  made  in  his  affidavit 
Is  true,  in  respect  to  which  the 
f  uUeei  inquiry  may  be  made  by 
the  oral  examination  of  the  pris- 
oner, under  oath,  as  well  as  the 
examination  of  his  wife,  or  of  any 
witnesses  which  the  creditor  has 
to  offer.  (Matter  of  Fo^olor,  ante, 
148.) 

10.  There  is  nothing  in  the  provision 
of  the  statute  wluch  would  author- 
ize hoidiuff  that  a  debtor  cannot  be 
discharff  ea  because  he  made  a  false 
or  fraudulent  representation  as  to 
the  solvency  of  a  person  to  whom 
credit  was  given  by  the  person 
who  has  recovered  a  Judgment  for 
damages  against  the  prisoner,  for 
the  injury  thus  sustained.    {Id.) 


11.  Nor  is  the  fact  that  he  applied 
for  his  discharge  as  a  bankrupt 
any  such  dispomtion  of  the  prop- 
erty as  Is  contemplated  >y  the  act; 
for  whatever  property  he  posseases, 
under  such  a  prooeedinff,  goea  to 
his  creditors  (This  wnud  aeem  to 
be  aehone  to  Mattor  of  IMerts,  ant^, 
IM,  and  Matter  of  Fiwik,  anU, 
140).    (Id,) 


IMPRISONMENT. 

1.  The  court  has  no  power  to  release 
a  defendant  held  under  an  execu- 
tion against  his  person,  because 
of  his  inabOitv  to  endure  the  Im- 
prisonment {Moore  SLgtMeMahoH, 
20  Hun,  44.) 

2.  Section  802  of  the  Oode  authoris- 
ing the  release  of  a  person  com- 
mitted for  a  contempt,  in  case  of 
his  inability  ''to  endure  the  impris- 
onment," IS  not  applicable  to  one 
who  is  suffering  from  a  maivii^ 
fever,  hut  only  to  one  suffering 
from  a  disease  in  the  nature  of  a 
slow  wasting,  a  steady  diminution 
of  the  vital  f  oroes,  tending,  unless 
arrested  by  sunlight,  open  idr, 
proper  exercise,  or  the  enjoyment 
of  freedom,  to  a  complete  destruc- 
tion of  his  oonstituaon,  and,  aa  a 
not  remote  consequence,  death. 

(la.) 

INDICrrHENT. 

•  1 

1.  Where  a  statute  creates  a  new 
offense,  makinc  that  unlawful 
which  was  lawful  before,  and  pra- 
scribes  a  particular  penalty  thertt- 
f or,  that  penalty  alone  can  be  en- 
forced; the  offense  is  not  indict- 
able. {People  agt.  Mdop,  77  IT. 
F.,  881.) 

2.  AccordinfdyMd,  that  the  offense 
of  selling  liquor  to  an  intoxicated 
person  created  by  the  excise  l%w 
of  1857  {eee,  18,  chap.  638,  LaiM  of 
1857),  was  not  indictable  and  pun- 
i^ble  as  a  misdemeanor.    {Id.) 
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INJUNCTION. 

1.  Where  the  action  mm  to  recover 
damagee  for  false  repreeeatatioiis, 
made  by  the  defendants,  except 
H.,  by  which  plaintiffs  parted 
with  a  laree  amount  of  gooos,  and 
while  luc&ment  is  asked  as^nst 
the  defenoants,  other  than  n.,  for 
the  amount  so  lost,  the  suit  is 
agalast  H.  to  restrain  him  from 
parting  with,  or  disposing  of, 
ffoods  assigned  to  him,  pending 
uie  action : 

ffM,  that  under  a  proper  con- 
struction of  section  mA,  snbdiyi- 
sion  2,  an  inlunction  should  not 
be  granted.  (Jeronu  Oamparuf  agt 
LoS>  4b  Oo.,  an4»,  008.) 

iSM  Trads-icabx. 

Stearo-SiUcan     Obmpany     agt 
Tratk,  ante,  188. 


INSURANGS. 

1.  The  holder  of  a  lapsed  policy 
cannot  sustain  action  against  a 
company,  (pijflor  agt  Cfharter 
Oak  lAff  Ituuranee  Omnpanif, 
tfnte,  468.) 

S.  Mere  suspidon  of  insolvency  and 
abuse  will  not  Justify  a  policy- 
holder in  lapsing  his  policy.    (Id) 

8.  There  is  no  trust  relation  between 
the  policyholder  of  the  mutual 
company  and  the  company.    {Id.) 

4.  An  action  in  equity  will  not  lie 
on  such  a  theory.    (Id) 

0.  It  is  questionable  whether  a  suit 
to  wind  up  a  foreign  company, 
or  to  interfere  with  its  affain, 
can  be  maintained  in  this  State. 
(Id,) 


INBURANCB  COMPANY. 

BamsB  agt  AUanUe  Mutual  Lift 
lMwranc$  Oampany,  ante,  239. 


JAIL  LIBERTISa 

1.  Where  in  an  action  broopht  by  a 
wife,  for  a  divorce,  the  husband 
is  arrested  under  a  commitment 
issued  upon  an  order  adjudging 
him  guilty  of  a  ooutempt,  because 
of  his  failure  to  pay  certain  sums 
awarded  to  her  for  counsel  fees  and 
alimony,  he  is  not  entitled  to  the 
Jail  liberties  upon  giving  the  usual 
bond^to  the  sheiBr.  (Matter  cf 
Olark,  20  Hun,  551.) 


JOINT  DEBTOR& 

1.  The  proceeding  provided  for  by 
section  375  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure to  bind  a  Joint  debtor  not 
originally  summoned  is  a  q>ecial 
statutory  proceeding,  and  a  party 
defendant  is  entitled  to  twen^ 
days'  notice,  and  this  although 
the  suit  be  in  the  marine  court 
(Eamoehan  agt  Bland,  ante,  97.) 

2.  A  Judgment  cannot  be  confessed 
by  one  of  several  Joint  debtors,  so 
as  to  bind  the  debtors  not  Joining 
in  the  confession.  (Trip  el  oL  agt 
Saunden,  ante,  879.) 

a  Section  1278  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  considered.    (U,) 

4.  The  provision  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  (sm.  758),  providing  that 
the  estate  of  one  Jointly  liable  with 
others  shall  not  be  discharged  by 
his  death,  does  not  affect  contracts 
entered  hito  before  its  passage. 
The  provision  is  not  merely  reme- 
dial, as  it  imposes,  in  some  cases, 
an  obligation  where  none  existed 
before.  (BandaU  agt  SaekeU,  77 
N.  T„  480.) 

5.  Where,  therefore,  after  action 
brought  against  two  sureties  upon 
a  Joint  undertaking  given  upon 
appeal  prior  to  the  passage  of  said 
Cfode,  one  of  the  defendants  died, 
AM,  that  his  liability  ceased  upon 
his  death;  and  that  a  motion  to 
revive  the  action  against  liia  ezea> 
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uton,  and  to  substhate  them  as 
defendants,  made  after  said  Code 
went  into  effect,  was  properly 
denied.    {IcL) 


JUDGES. 

1.  To  exdude  a  judge  from  sitting 
in  a  cause  by  reason  of  kinship, 
under  the  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  {2  R&,  276,  tec,  2),  pro 
hibiting  him  from  sitting  in  anv 
cause,  "in  which  he  is  interestea, 
or  in  which  he  would  be  excluded 
from  being  a  juror  bv  reason  of 
consanguinity  or  affinfty  to  either 
of  the  parties,"  sui^h  kinship  must 
exist  between  him  and  some  person 
who  is  actually  a  party;  it  is  not 

'  enough  that  he  is  related  to  some 
person  not  a  partv  who  is,  or  may 
be  interested  m  the  cause.  {In  re 
D.  and  8.  M.  Co.,  77  N.  T,  lOJ.) 

2.  The  fact,  therefore,  that  a  stock- 
holder in  a  corporation,  which  is  a 
part^,  is  a  relative  of  a  judge 
witmn  the  prohibited  degree,  does 
not  disqualify  the  judge  from  sit- 
ting; as  the  stockholder,  although 
interested,  is  not  a  party.    (Id.) 

8.  Consanguinity  was  not  a  dis- 
qualification at  common  law;  the 
fflsability  rests  wholly  upon  the 
statute,  and  cannot  be  extended 
beyond  its  terms.    {Id,) 

4.  It  teems,  that  where  a  judge  is 
interested  in  any  matter  Drought 
before  him,  it  will  be  deemed  a 
"cause"  within  the  intent  of  the 
provision  of  said  statute,  disquali- 


fying him  because  of  intereet. 
(id) 

5.  But  the  provision  disqualifying, 
because  of  kinship,  is  only  appli- 
cable to  a  case  where  there  are 
parties  adverse  to  each  other,  or 
where  some  question  is  to  be  de- 
termined between  two  or  more 
parties.    (Id) 


JUDGMENT. 

1.  Judgment  by  default  in  an  action 
for  conversion  can  be  entered  only 
on  application  to  the  court. 
(Horton  agt  La  Due,  ante,  454.) 

2.  October  22,  1878,  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  the 
defendant,  which  was  docketed  in 
Westchester  county  at  ten  a.  m. 
the  following  morning.  At  the 
time  of  docketing  the  judgment 
the  defendant  was  seizeoi  in  fee, 
as  a  tenant  in  common,  of  certain 
land  in  said  countv;  at  four  p.  u, 
of  that  day  a  deed  was  placed  on 
record,  dated  and  purporting  to 
have  been  executed  in  August, 
1872,  conveying  the  defendant's 
interest  therein  to  his  brother. 
Subsec^uently  the  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  to  have  the  said  con- 
veyance set  aside  as  fraudulent. 
Thereafter,  and  while  the  said 
action  was  pending,  the  defendant 
having  procured  a  discharge  in- 
bankruptcy,  moved,  under  section 
1268  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, to  have  the  said  judgment 
canceled: 

Jffeld,  that  the  judgment  should 
be  allowed  to  stand  so  far  as  was 
necessaiy  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling the  plaintiff  to  enforce  any 
lien  created  by  it  upon  any  real 
estate  owned  bv  the  defendant  at 
thetimeitwasaocketed.  {Popham 
agt.  Bcnretto,  20  Hun,  299.) 

8.  The  reversal  of  a  Judgment  de- 
stroys its  eflScacy  as  an  estoppel. 
{8mih  agt.  F/mOefleld,  77  JVT  K, 
414.) 

4.  A  direction  for  the  restitution  of 
moneys  paid  upon  a  judgment, 
which  has  been  set  aside  upon 
motion  or  reversed  upon  appeal, 
as  authorized  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  {Code,  tees.  1292, 1828,) 
is  in  effect  a  judgment  "  for  a  sum 
of  money  "  (tee,  124(4;  tuicl  is  en- 
forceable by  execution.  {(/Qcvra 
agt.  Kearney,  77  N,  T,,  428.) 

6.  Accordingly  hM,  that  an  order 
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punishmg  a  party,  as  for  a  con- 
tempt, in  not  complying  with  such 
a   direction,    was  unaathorized! 

i.  The  determination  of  the  su- 
preme court  upon  a  Question  of 
racating  a  judgment  for  a  mere 
irregularity,  based  upon  a  rule  of 
practice,  not  a  positive  statute, 

.  and  where  the  party  complaining 
has  not  been  in  any  way  preju- 
diced, is  not  reviewable  in  this 
court  (ifcwv  agt  iSftaw,  77  Jf.  7., 
612.) 

7.  Accordingly  held,  that  an  order 
denying  a  motion  to  vacate  a 
Judgment  for  deficiency  in  a  f ore- 
dosure  suit,  on  the  ground  that 
the  report  of  the  referee  who 
made  the  sale  was  not  confirmed, 
and  no  application  for  a  personal 
Judginent  against  defendant  made, 
was  not  reiraewable  here;    (fiL) 


8.  On  March  34, 187^  plaintiff  x>b- 
tained  a  verdict  against  defend- 
ant. Judgment  was  suspended 
until  exceptions  could  be  heard  at 
general  term.  They  were  argued 
In  November,  1876,  and  in  Hay, 
1877,  the  exceptions  were  over- 
raled  and  Judgment  ordered  on 
verdict.  The  defendant  died  after 
argument  and  before  decision. 
Plaintiff,  foUowing  the  practice 

?re8eribed  by  the  Code  of  Oivil 
Procedure  (m».  768, 1210).  entered 
up  jjtidffment  in  the  names  of  the 
original  parties.  In  March,  1879, 
the  general  tenn,  on  application 
of  plaintiff,  granted  an  order  va- 
catm^  the  judgment,  and  directing 
that  It  be  "  re-entered  nuno  pro 
tune  as  of  the  day  when  the  said 
verdict  was  rendered:" 

HM,  error;  that  the  case  was 
within  the  said  provisions  of  the 
Code,  and  that  the  general  term 
had  no  power  to  make  the  order. 
(TWmy  agt  Dunn,  TT  N.  T.,  515.) 

9.  Buch  an  order  cannot  be  sus- 
tained under  the  common  law 
practice.    (Id.) 


10.  JR  ssMiM,  that  if  the  dietrict  attor- 
ney fails  to  enter  judgment  upon 
an  order  of  afflfsaance  ot  a  judg- 
ment in  a  criminal  action,  so  that 
a  writ  of  error  may  be  brought, 
the  defendant  may  require  it  to  be 
done;  and  the  court,  on  motion, 
will  direct  such  entry.  (Btghafw 
Hgt  FiBople,  78  Jf.  r.,  830.) 

11.  A  decision  of  Oeneral  Term  of 
the  supreme  court,  to  be  vaUd, 
must  be  concurred  in  by  at  least 
two  justices.  Where  two  only  are 
present  at  a  decision,  a  judgment 
m  the  case  to  which  one  of  them 
dissents  is  not  made  effective  by 
his  assent  to  the  en^  thereof. 
[2n  re  King$  (h,  JSL  R  R  Oo.,  78 


s" 


IS.  After  the  satisfaction  of  a  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiff,  it  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
to  vacate  it  and  to  amend  the  com- 
plaint by  adding  new  causes  of 
action,  although,  by  so  doinf  ,  the 
statute  of  linutations  is  avSded. 
(EkUeh  tigL  Omtral  IMionta  Bemk, 
78  M  r.,  487.) 

18l  An  order,  therefore,  granting 
such  relief  is  not  reviewable  here. 
(fiL) 

14  Where,  upon  a  conviction  in  a 
criminal  action,  sentence  is  sus- 
pended, and  the  general  term, 
upon  e&rUarari,  reverses  the  con- 
viction, there  is  no  judgment,  and 
a  writ  of  error  on  behalf  of  the 
people  does  not  lie.  (See  I^BopU 
ligLBork,  ;8  JK  T.,  846.). 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE 

1.  The  eourt  will  take  judicial  notice 
that  premises  are  within  a  oertoin 
judicial  district,  where  the  entire 
street  is  within  the  statutory 
boundaries  of  such  distrloL  (Ann- 
$trang  agt  Cfummin^B,  90  iivn,818.) 

JUDICIAL  SALS. 

1.  A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  will 
be  relieved  from  the  completion 
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ot  Iiis  parchaae  and  his  deposits 
'  will  be  restored,  where  it  appears 
tiat  the  contract  was  one  which 
he  never  intended  to  make,  and 
which  he  entered  into  without  any 
fault  or  negligence  on  his  part. 
(FMrehild  ^    FoMrchOd,    wUe, 

m,) 

9.  Where  it  appears  that  the  con- 
tract to  purcnase  was  made  in  the 
full  belief  upon  the  part  of  the 
purchaser,  and  that  such  belief 
was  just  and  reasonable;  that  the 
lots  fronted  and  cornered  upon 
Ninth  avenue  and  Two  Hundred 
and  Fifteenth  street,  when  in  fact 
the  lots  did  not  so  front  and 
comer,  but  the  front  or  east  line 
of  said  lots  is  235  feet  from  Ninth 
avenue,  as  laid  down  upon  the 
official  map,  and  that  the  value  of 
said  lots  is  one-third  less  in  con- 
sequence of  their  location  with 
reierence  to  Ninth  avenue: 

Held,  that  the  purchaser  should 
be  relieved  from  the  performance 
of  his  contract    {Id.) 

8.  A  purchaser  at  a  sale,  under  a 
decree  in  foreclosure,  has  a  right 
to  expect  that  he  will  acquire  a 
good  title,  and  he  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  accept  a  deed  when  the 
title  is  doubtful,  and  a  daim  to 
the  property  exists,  in  favor  of 
persons  who  are  not  parties  to  the 
action,  which  might  impair  the 
value  of  the  real  estate  by  casting 
a  doud  over  the  title,  or  by  sub- 
jecting the  purchaser  to  the  risk 
of  a  contest  at  law.  (ArgaU  agt 
Bayiwr,  90  Hun,  267.) 

4.  A  purchaser  upon  a  partition  sale 
has  a  right  to  require  a  good  tiUe, 
and  will  not  be  compelled  to  com- 

Slete  his  purchase  and  accept  a 
eed  which  leaves  him  to  the  un- 
certainty of  a  doubtful  title,  or  to 
the  hazard  of  a  contest  with  other 
parties  which  will  seriously  affect 
tiie  value  of  the  property.  {Jbr- 
dan  agt  P&mm,  fl  N.  77,  48.) 

5.  A  court  of  equity  may,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, set  aside  a  sale  inade  under 

Vol.  LIX        U  . 


its  decree,  and  may  order  a  re-sale, 
.  where  fraud  is  alleged,  upon  facts 
castine  such  a  degree  of  suspicion 
upon  tne  fairness  of  the  sale  as  to 
render  it,  in  its  judgment  expe- 
dient so  to  do,  ahihou^  the  alleged 
fraud  may  no^  be  clearly  estab- 
liriied.  {Pitk&r  agt.  Heney,  78  N, 
7.,  887.) 

8.  An  order  of  special  term  seltfaig 
aside  a  sale  under  such  circum- 
stances, Is  reviewable  at  general 
term,  but,  as  a  general  rule,  where 
only  the  rights  of  the  parties  to 
the  action  are  involved,  no  appeal 
lieB  to  this  court    {Id, ) 


JUBIgDICTION. 

1.  Wliere  an  action  was  brought 
against  defendant,  a  United  States 
marshal  for  the  alleged  conversion 
of  certain  goods,  and  after  the 
plaintiff  hfui  given  the  proof 
necessary  to  make  out  a  primm 
fade  cause  of  action  the  case  of 
the  defendant  was  stated  and 
opened,  the  defense  being  \hat  Vb» 
goods  for  which  the  plaintilf 
sought  to  recover  were  really  the 
propertv  of  D.  &  8.,  a  mercantile 
firm;  that  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy had  been  instituted  aAinst 
such  firm  and  a  warrant  haabeen 
duly  issued  out  of  a  United  States 
district  court  to  the  defendant,  as 
a  United  States  marshal,  wldch 
commanded  him  to  take  the  prop- 
erty of  said  firm,  and  bv  virtue 
thereof  he  had  taken  the  prop- 
erty in  aueslion;  evidence  which 
consisted  in  part  of  proof  tending 
to  show  that  the  alleged  sale  of 
the  ffoods  to  the  plaintiff  was 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the 
creditors  of  the  bankrupt  firm  watf 
objected  to  upon  the  ground  that  a 
United  States  marshal,  with  a 
warrant  such  as  that  hdd  by  the 
defendant,  was  in  no  ^  position  to 
attack  a  sale  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  as  under  the  Imiumpt  law, 
he  could  only  take  property  of  the 
bankrupt  in  his  possession,  the 
title  to  which  was   undisputed, 
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eiting  the  oaae  of  Doi^  act 
8hi»rp6  (74  iT.  T.,  154),  on  &e 
faith  of  which  the  objection  was 
sustained,  the  evidence  excluded 
and  the  defendant  was  allowed 
to  withdraw  a  Juror  on  payment 
of  costs  and  to  amend  his  plead- 
ings; the  defendant  now  moved 
to  stay  the  trial  of  this  cause 
pendinff  a  decision  upon  an  appeal 
which  has  been  taken  to  the  su* 

Sreme  court  of  the  United  States 
I  the  case  of  Doyle  agt  Sharps  : 
.  Held,  that,  as  IX^yle  agt.  Sharps 
has  been  treated  as  one  foreclosing 
all  defense  to  this  action,  and  as 
the  appeal  in  that  case  presents  a 
grave  question  which  may  be  de- 
cisive of  the  present  action,  the 
appeal  being  now  pending  in  the 
United  States  supreme  court,  the 
decision  of  whicn  tribunal  must 
control,  this  action  will  be  stayed 
to  await  the  decision  on  such  ^- 
peaL  (Dedertek  agt.  Fuk,  ants,  73.) 

2.  A  state  court  has  Jurisdiction  of 
an  action  on  contract  brought  by 
a  resident  of  the  state  against  a 
national  bank  incorporate  under 
title  63  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  located  in  an- 
other state.  (Bobinsan  agt.  Jfa- 
Uonal  Bank  of  New  Berne,  ante, 
218.) 

B.  The  last  clause  of  section  5248, 
United  States  Revised  Statutes, 
forbidding  an  attachment,  injunc- 
tion or  execution  to  be  issued 
against  a  national  bank  beforp 
final  judgment  in  any  proceeding 
in  a  state  court  applies  only  to 
such  banks  as  hJave  committed  or 
are  contemplating  an  act  of  in- 
solvency,   (id.) 

4.  An  attachment  can,  therefore, 
issue  against  a  national  bank,  ex- 
cept under  the  above  circum- 
stances, from  a  state  court  as 
provided  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  (AMmUng  &  (7.,  58 
Bote.,  806).    {Id.) 

5.  In  an  action  brought  to  recover 
for  services  rendered  to  the  de- 


fendant after  his  appointment  aa 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  and  for 
propoty  converted  by  him.  Setn- 
bU,  that  even  if  the  bankrupt's 
estate  could  be  held  liable  for  such 
acts  of  the  assignee,  the  United 
States  courts  w6uld.  under  sub- 
division 6  of  section  711  of  the 
United  Sutes  Revised  Sututes, 
have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  an 
action  to  reach  the  assets  of  the 
bankrupt.  (Orisfeoid %gt,Watkins, 
20  Sun,  114.) 

6.  The  exercise  of  the  power  given 
by  the  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (2  jS.  &,  728,  sflc.  56),  au- 
thorizing a  justice  of  the  supreme 
court  to  admit  to  bail  a  person  in- 
dicted for  a  bailable  offense,  if 
the  court  having  cogniaance  of  the 
offense  is  not,  at  the  time  sitting, 
is  not  restricted  to  the  county  m 
which  the  indictment  was  pre- 
sented; and,  under  that  provision, 
one  arrested  upon  a  warrant  after 
indictment  may  be  admitted  to 
bail  by  a  justice  in  the  county 
where  he  is  arested,  although  the 
indictment  was  found  in  another 
county.  (The  People  agt  OfoiM, 
77  JT.  ¥.,  82.) 

7.  State  courts  have  jurisdiction  of 
an  action  by  an  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcv  to  set  aride  and  have  de- 
clared void  a  chattel  mortgage  ex- 
ecuted bv  the  bankrupt,  on  the 
ground  that  it  constitutes  a  fraud- 
ulent preference  within  the  bank- 
rupt act,  and  to  compel  an 
accounting  on  the  part  of  w  mort- 
gagee; it  18  not  a  matter  or  pro- 
ceeding in  bankruptcy  within  the 
meaning  of  section  711  of  the 
United  SUtes  Revised  Statutes. 
(An^  agt.  FtUtereon,  77  Jf.  T., 
156.) 

8.  A  corporation,  like  a  natural  per- 
son, may  appear  voluntarily  by 
attorney;  and  such  appearance 
gives  jurisdiction  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  if  there  was  actual  service 
of  process.  {In  re  Atty.  Oen'l 
agt.  Ouardtan  Mui.  L,  fiu.  Cb.. 
^  y.  Y„  272.) 
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IL  The  regnlarity  of  fhe  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiTer  of  a  life  Insur- 
anoe  corporation  upon  petition 
of  the  attorney-general  cannot  be 
questioned  collaterally  bj  any 
other  tribunal  than  the  one  by 
which  he  was  appointed.    (Id.) 

10.  The  supreme  ooort  having  ac- 

?[ttired  jurisdiction  of  woceMlings 
or  winding  up  the  anaiis  of  the 
corporation,  and  haying  appointed 
a  receiver,  has  jurisdiction  to  stay, 
the  suit  of  a  creditor  brought  to 
recover  assets  to  which  the  re- 
ceiver is  entitled,  in  whatever 
court  such  suit  may  be  pending. 

(ia.) 

11.  In  proceedings  by  the  attorney- 
general  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  of  a  life  msurance  com- 
pany, pursuant  to  the  act  of  1869, 
{chap.  903,  Law  <f  1869),  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  permit 
parties  interested  in  the  aominis- 
tration  of  the  assets  of  the  corpo- 
ration to  appear  and  represent 
their  own  interests,  and  to  be 
made  parties  to  all  proceedings 
taken  by  or  against  Uie  receiver 
by  which  their  rights  may  be  af- 
fected. (In  re  A^v-GenH  agt.  JST. 
Am.  Im.  Co.,  Tt  N.  F.,  297.) 

13.  The  provision  of  the  act  of  1870 
(400.  1,  ehofp.  869,  Law  qf  1870),  in 
relation  to  the  surrogate  s  court  of 
the  county  of  New  York,  giving 
to  the  surrogate  of  that  county 
jurisdfction  to  issue  "all  lawful 
orders  and  decrees"  in  proceed- 
ings in  said  surroffate's  court,  and 
declaring  that  the  objection  of 
want  of#]urisdiction  shall  not  be 
taken  to  said  orders  and  decrees, 
except  by  appeal  or  in  a  proceed- 
inff  oefore  Uie  surrogate  to  set 
aside,  open  or  modify,  was  in- 
tended to  place  the  orders  and 
decrees  of  said  surrogate,  in  re- 
spect to  objections  to  jurisdiction, 
upon  the  same  footing  as  the  order 
of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction. 
(BeoFM agt  &ffulA,  UN.  Jl,  465.) 

18.  By  the  term,  "  lawful  ordeis  and 


decrees,*'  was  meant  orders  and 
decrees  in  cases  where  a  surro- 
gate's court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
sublect  matter;  and  the  statute 
applies  to  them  the  rule  applicable 
to  orders  of  a  court  of  general 
Jurisdiction,  that  they  cannot  be 
questioned  odUaterally.    (Id.) 

14.  As  to  whether  an  objection  that 
a  referee  appointed  in  any  action 
resides,  and  that  the  tnal  was  had 
out  of  the  lurisdiction  of  the 
court,  is  valia  under  any  circum- 
stances, quar§.  (Blake  agt  L.  and 
F.  Jl^g  Vo.,  77  N.  Z,  636.) 

16.  The  objection  is  untenable  when 
the  point  was  not  raised  on  the 
trial,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  decision  was  not  made  in  the 
jurisdiction.     (Id.) 

16.  Jurisdiction  having  been* once 
acquired  over  the  paraes  and  the 
subject  matter,  everv  presumption 
is  in  favor  of  the  legality  of  the 
judgment    (Id.) 

17.  Under  the  provision  of  the  act  of 
1849,  in  relation  to  courts  in  the 
city  of  Brooklyn  (000. 15,  chap.  135, 
Laws  of  1849),  providing  for  the 
election  of  Justices  of  the  peace, 
"who  shall  have  the  same  juris- 
diction in  said  city  that  justices  in 
towns  have  by  law,"  in  respect  to 
the  towns,  the  jurisdiction  of  said 
oflBcers  is  restricted  to  the  limits 
of  the  city.  (Oeraly  agt  BM,  78 
N.  r.,  64.) 

18.  The  general  language  of  the  act 
of  1850  (fee.  16,  chap.  102,  Laws  of 
1850),  giving  to  said  justices.  In 
addition  to  the  jurisdiction  ffiven 
by  the  former  act,  "  the  like  Juris- 
diction in  all  civil  cases  as  is  now 
exerc]sed  by  the  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  towns,''  does  not  im- 

Eair  the  force  of  such  restriction, 
ut  refers  only  to  the  powers  and 
jurisdiction  which  may  be  exer- 
cised within  the  city.    (Id.) 

19.  Accordingly  A«2({,  that  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  said  city  had  no  power 
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lo  send  process  into  adjoining 
towns  for  service;  and  tiiathe  ac- 
qnired  no  Jurisdiction  br  ike  serr- 
ice  of  a  snmmons  ovtmde  of  tlie 
citj  limits,    (id) 

JURY. 

1.  Wliile  one  of  tlie  defendant's  cars 
was  passing  down  a  street,  in  tlie 
city  of  Brooklyn,  a  horse  and 
>n  coming  down  a  street  at 
anff ies  with  the  staraet  oTer 
licli  the  car  was  moying  ran 
into  it  and  injured  the  pkintiff,  a 

>  passenger  therein,  who  brought 
this  action  to  recover  the  damages 
sustained  therel)y.  The  wagon 
was  coming  at  a  rapid  rale  of 

*  speed,  and  could  have  been  seen, 
when  the  car  reached  the  line  of 
the  intersecting  street,  at  the  dis- 
tance of  250  feet  There  was  no 
evidence  that  its  rate  of  speed  in- 
creased before  the  collision,  which 
occurred  Just  before  the  car 
reached  the  further  side  of  the 
said  street  The  car  might  have 
been  stopped  in  twelve  feet: 

SM,  that  it  was  error  to  direct 
a  tionsuit,  and  that  the  question 
whether  it  would  not  have  been 
prudent  for  the  driver,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  have  sUmped 
the  car  should  have  been  submitted 
to  the  Junr.  ( Wotfeifu  agl  AMcuUie 
Atmu$B.R  Oo^^mn,  987.) 

JUBTI0B8'  OOURTa 

L  Where,  on  appeal  from  a  Justice's 
ludgment,  it  is  alleged  as  error 
that  the  constable  who  served  the 
summons  was  not  a  lecal  officer 
and  that  his  return  of  tEe  service 
is  false,  it  is  shown  by  affidavits 
that  the  person  serving  the  sum- 
mons has  long  been  acting'  and  re- 
coflpized  by  the  public  as  a  con- 
stable and  claims  to  be  a  l^gal 
officer  and  authorized  to  act  as 
such: 

HM,  that,  being  a  ds  facto  con- 
stable his  official  acts,  so  far  as 
the  public  and  third  persons  are 
concerned,  are  Just  as  valid  and 


effectual  as  though  he  was  an  offi- 
cer dt  iurtt  and  his  title  and  acts 
can  onlv  be  questioned  in  a  direct 
nroceeding  with  him  in  which 
tney  were  in  issue.  {Br^fdor  agt 
Sdiram,  ante,  401) 

a.  Where  a  justice's  return  on  ap- 
peal shows  that  all  the  Juriadio- 
tional  steps  were  taken  necessary 
to  a  valid  Judgment  before  him; 
that  he  issued  a  summons  wliich 
was  served  on  the  defendant  by  a 
constable  personally,  enough  is 
stated  to  raise  the  presumption 
of  the  regularity  as  to  the  form, 
of  the  summons  and  its  due  serv- 
ice!, If  ftoy  error  occurred^  it  is 
the  duty  oi  the  appellant  to  make 
it  clearly  appear  to  the  court  on 
aiK)eal,  as  no  presumption  can  be 
indulged  in  s£»inat  the  judgment 
{Id.) 

8L  Where  the  Justice  in  his  reluni 
certified  that  he  issued  and  de- 
livered thQ  summons  to  the  con- 
stable for  service  on  the  twenty- 
third,  and  on  the  same  day  it  was 
duly  returned  to  him  by  the  con- 
stable with  a  return  of  personal 
service,  the  constable  in  his  re- 
turn certifying  that  he  served  the 
summons  on  the  8d  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1880.  From  affidavits .  read 
it  appeared  that  the  summons  was 
duly  served  and  returned  on  Jan- 
uary twenty-third.  The  date  of 
service  in  the  constable's  return 
is  not  correct,  and  was  inserted 
by  him  by  mistake  in  neglecting 
to  add  the  figure  2  Just  before  'the 
figured: 

Held,  that  this  is  not  fatal  to  the 
Judpnent 

&ld,  also,  that  ample  power  ex- 
ists for  amending  the  constable's 
return  and  correcting  the  irregu- 
larity therein.  The  Justice  had 
the  authority  to  allow  the  amend- 
ment before  or  after  judgment, 
and  the  amendment  may  be  al- 
lowed now  in  furtherance  of  Jus- 
tice.   (Id.) 

4.  The  plaintiff,  on  commencing  an 
action  in  a  Justices'  court,procured 
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a  short  soznmoiiA  agaiiist  the  de- 
fendant, a  non-reudent,  on  an  affi- 
davit stating  that  the  action  was 
on  a  contract.  Before  the  return 
da^  the  parties  wpeared,  and  the 
plaintiff  declared  on  contract  for 
cattle  sold,  and  the  defendant  de- 
nied the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint. The  case  was  adjourned, 
and  on  the  adjourned  day  the  de- 
fendant did  not  appear.  The 
plaintiff  then  amenoed  the  com- 
plaint, declared  in  tort  for  the 
conyersion  of  the  cattle,  recovered 
a  judgment,  filed  and  docketed  a 
transcript  thereof,  and  issued 
thereon  an  execution  against  the 
person  of  the  defendant: 

HeldfthAi  the  amendment  should 
not  have  been  allowed,  and  that 
the  execution  was  nroperly  vacated 
and  set  aside  by  me  countv  court 
on  motion.  (Qumore  agt  Bamett, 
20i7u»,  514.) 

9.  TTpon  a  tris}-  in  a  justices*  court, 
the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment 
of  twenty-five  dollars  and  forty- 
eight  cents  damages  and  seven  dol- 
lars costs,  in  an  uirty-two  dollars 
and  forty-eight  cents.  Upon  an  ap- 
peal taken  l^  the  defendant  under 
section  871  of  the  Code,  the  county 
court  affirmed' the  judgment  as  to 
eighteen  dollars  damages  and 
seven  dollars  costs,  in  all  twenty- 
five  dollars,  and  reversed  it  as  to 
the  residue: 

BM,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  the  costs  of  the  appeal 
{Cha/pin  agt  BkeOi,  dO  Bun,  448.) 


JU8TI0BS  OF.  TH£  FEACS. 

L  Ab  the  state  eonstitntion  {oH,  ^ 
•00. 18)  provides  specifically  for  the 
election  of  justices  of  Uie  peace  in 
the  towns  of  the  state,  the  legisla- 
ture cannot  create  that  office  and 
provide  for  an  election  in  a  differ- 
ent manner  than  therein  provided 
or  by  any  other  locality.  LGeraity 
agt  BM,  78  m  K,  64.) 

t,  Under  the  provision  of  the  act  of 
1849,  in  relation  to  courts  in  the 


city  of  Brooklyn  (sm.  15,  chop.  IdS, 
ZocM  ^  1848),  providing  for  the 
election  of  justices  of  the  peace, 
"who shall  have  the  same  juris- 
diction in  said  city  that  justices  in 
towns  have  by  law,"  in  respect  to 
the  town,  the  lurisdiction  of  said 
officers  is  reetncted  to  the  limits 
oftheci^.    (Id,) 

Z.  The  general  language  of  the  act 
of  1850  (M0. 16,  cAop.  103,  Law  of 
1850),  giving  to  said  justices,  in 
addition  to  uie  jurisdiction  given 
hj  the  former  act, ' '  the  like  juris- 
diction in  all  civil  cases  as  is  now 
exercised  bv  the  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  towns,"  does  not 
Impair  the  force  of  such  restric- 
tion, but  refers  only  to  the  powers 
and  iurisdiction  which  mar  be 
exercised  within  the  city.    (Id,) 

.4.  Acoordingly  hM,  that  a  iustice 
of  the  peace  of  said  city  had  no 

Sower  to  send  process  into  adjoin- 
ig  towns  for  service;  and  that 
he  acquired  no  jurisdiction  by  the 
service  of  a  summons  outaide  of 
the  citj  Ihnits.    (BL) 


JUBTICBB  OF  THE  SUPBJBME 
COURT. 

1.  The  ezerdse  of  the  power  given 
by  the  provision  of  the  Revised 
BtatutflB  (2  £,  A,  728,  mo.  66), 
authoriring  a  justice  of  the  su- 
preme court  to  admit  to  bail  a 
person  indicted  for  a  bailable 
offense,  if  the  court  having  cogni- 
zance of  the  offense  is  not,  at  the 
time  sitting,  is  not  restricted  to  the 
county  in  which  the  indictment 
was  presented;  and,  under  that 
provision,  one  arrested  upon  a 
warrant  after  indictment  may  be 
admitted  to  bail  by  a  justice  in  the 
county  where  he  is  arrested,  al- 
thongh  the  indictment  was  found 
in  another  county.  (ITie  Fsopu 
agt  Otoio*,  77  if.  r.,  89.) 

UlCEOEB. 

L  A  second  mortgagee  may  defend 
against  a  prior,  usurious  imt- 
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gage.    ( Uhum  Dims  Bcmng$  ImU- 
tuStm  agt.  Olark,  ante,  843.) 

2.  The  defense  of  tumry  is  leral  and 
is  to  be  treated  as  any  omer  de- 
fense.   {Id.) 

S,  Where  a  second  mortgagee  suf- 
fered a  default  in  the  foreclosure 
of  a  first  ntortgage,  being  igno- 
rant of  the  fact  that  the  first 
mortgage  was  usurious : 

BM,  that  upon  this  fact  first 
coming  to  the  Knowledge  of  the 
second  mortgagee,  upon  a  trial 
between  the  holder  of  the  first 
mortgage  and  the  owner  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  the  default 
should  be  opened  and  the  defense 
of  usury  allowed  to  be  set  up  by 
the  second  mortge^^ee. 

HM,  further,  that  the  second 
mortgagee  had  not  lost  this  right 
by  laches.    (Id.) 

4.  It  is  an  essential  element  of 
laches  or  negligence  that  the  party 
charged  with  it  should  have  knowl- 
edge, or  haTe  failed  or  omitted  to 
obtain  knowledge  where  it  was 
obtainable,  after  notice,  or  cir- 
cumstances which  should  hare 
induced  an  inquiry  and  an  effort 
to  obtain  knowledge.    (Id,) 

5.  A  drawer  of  a  check  is  not  dis- 
charged by  laches  of  holder  in 
presenting  it  imless  he  is  injured 
thereby.  (See  BooU  agt  Meeker,  20 
Hun,  16d.) 


LEGACIES. 

SmWiix. 

Kerr  agt  Jhu^jherty  ante,  44. 


LIBEL 

1.  It  is  legal  and  proper  for  parties 
claiming  rights  unaer  letters  pat- 
ent to  publish  the  rights  claimed 
by  them,  and  to  gire  notice  and 
warning  of  prosecutions  of  all  par- 
ties who  violate  the  rights  secured 


by  such  patent,  if  done  in  good 
faith,  and  the  courts  will  not  re- 
strain publication  and  circulation 
of  that  character.  (Orefie^Rick- 
a/rdeon,  ante,  850.) 

8.  But  where,  as  in  this  case,  the 
imblication  substantially  charges 
that  plaintiffs  are  prosecuting  a 
business  which  is  an  unlawful  in- 
terference widi  title  defendants' 
rights,  and  are  irresponsive  and 
hopinff  to  make  something  out  of 
it  before  legal  proceedings  are 
taken,  and  that  their  effcnrts  in  that 
direction  are  nefarious: 

HM,  that  this  language  ifl  quite 
too  excessive  to  convey  simply  in- 
formation that  plaintiffs  ana  their 
patrons  have  no  ririit  to  make  and 
sell  the  article  of  Tmich  they  chdm 
to  be  the  patentees,  and  are  liable 
to  defendants  for  so  claiming,  and 
the  state  courts  have  the  riffht  and 
Jurisdiction  to  restrain  suobi  pub- 
lication.   (Id,) 


LDSNS. 

1.  To  obtain  the  lien  upon  the  per- 
sonal property  of  a  Judgment 
debtor  given  by  the  statute  (2  JEL 
B,,  866,  aec  18;  Codeof  Oka  Pro- 
cedure, see.  1405),  from  the  time  an 
execution  is  delivered  to  a  sheriff 
^'  io  be  executed,"  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient merely  to  place  an  execution 
in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  (BmUh 
agt.  Brwin,  77  N,  T.,  466.) 

2.  Where  an  execution  is  delivered 
with  directions  to  do  nothing  but 
to  hold  it  for  further  orders,  while 

,  thus  held  the  sheriff  is  the  agent 
of  plaintiff,  the  execution  is  dor- 
mant, and  no  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor  ie  acquire 
thereby,    (/d) 

8.  To  authorize  an  action  to  cancel 
a  lien  upon  land  as  a  cloud  upon 
title,  the  lien  must  be  apparentlv 
valid;  and  must  exist,  unaer  «ud^ 
circumstances,  that  it  may  in  the 
future   embarrass  the  owner  or 
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endanger  bis  title.    (Timntend^gt, 
Mayor,  etc,,  77  X  t.,  542.) 


MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

L  In  an  action  for  malicioue  prose- 
cution, proof  of  the  actual  guilt 
of  the  accused  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  .probable  cause,  and  if 
such  prooi  be  made,  no  action 
can  be  sustained  bv  the  said  ac- 
cused, however  plainly  malice 
may  be  shown,  or  however  im- 
proper may  have  been  the  motives 
of  the  person  instituting  the 
prosecution. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  Action  for 
malicious  prosecution,  the  defend- 
ant offered  to  prove  that,  before 
applying  for  the  warrant,  he  stated 
all  the  facts  within  his  knowledge, 
touching  the  charge  subsequently 
made,  to  one  Horton,  who  was  an 
attorney  and  counselor-at-law,  and 
also  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
sought  to  show  the  advice  received 
from  him.  This  evidence  was 
rejected: 

Held,  that  the  evidence  was  im- 
properly rejected,  and  that  the 
fact  that  Horton  was  the  justice 
of  the  peace,  to  whom  the  appli- 
cation tor  the  warrant  was  subse- 
quently made,  did  not  render  its 
rejection  proper.  (Jkimer  agt 
Jjmneffcw,  20  Ifun,  465.) 

8.  Although  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution  is  bound 
to  prove  that  the  proceedings  in- 
stituted s^ainst  him  have  been 
terminated  by  the  failure  of  the 
grand  jury  to  indict  or  otherwise, 
yet  this  fact,  when  proved,  is  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  his  inno- 
cence, and  the  defendant  may 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
lact  guilty  of  the  crime  with  which 
he  was  charged.  (B(M^&r  agt. 
Gould,  20  Hun,  446.) 


MANDAMUS. 

1  Where  the  superintendent  of  in- 
cumbrances and  the  commissioner 


of  pi|blic  works  (who  in  terms  are  • 
autnorized  to  keep  the  streets 
clear  of  obstructions)  have  been 
applied  to  and  requested  to  exer- 
cise their  authority  and  remove 
these  obstructions  but  have  de- 
clined and  refused  so  to  do,  a 
mandamui  will  issue  requiring 
them  to  inteipose  and  remove  the 
same.  {People  ex  rel.  (fEMy  agt 
The  Mayor,  ante,  277.) 

2.  Although,  as  a  general  rule,  a 
ma/ndamue  will  not  issue  where 
the  partjT  has  another  remedy,  it 
is  not  universally  true  in  relation 
to  corporations  and  ministerial 
officers,  for  while  they  may  be  lia- 
ble in  an  action  for  neglect  of  dutv 
they  may  stiU  be  compelled  by  this 
writ  to  exercise  their  functions 
according  to  law.    (/d) 

8.  As  to  whether  a  statutory  provi- 
sion, directing  a  municipafcorpor- 
ation  to  employ  a  designated  class 
of  labor,  in  wder  that  the  service 
may  be  well  performed,  vests  in 
the  i)er8ons  answering  the  desig- 
nation a  legal  right  to  be  employ- 
ed, and  gives  them  a  standing  to 
compel  the  municipal  body  by 
mandamus  to  employ  them,  qwtfte, 
{People  esD  rei.  Franou  agt  Common 
Chuned  of  Troy,  78  H.T,,  88.) 

4  Where  the  duty  of  selecting  the 
persons  to  be  employed  is  imposed 
by  law  upon  the  municipal  body, 
and  the  question  whether  they  pos- 
sess the  requisite  qualifications  is 
one  of  fact  to  be  determined  bv  it, 
no  particular  mode  of  determma- 
tion  being  provided  by  law,  and 
said  body  has  exercised  the  power 
and  made  the  selections,  its  action 
cannot  be  reviewed  by  mandamus ; 
nor  can  it  be  compelled  by  that 
proceeding  to  appoint  particular 
persons  on  their  allegation  that 
they  in  fact,  and  not  tne  persons 
actuallv  selected,  possess  the  pre- 
scribed, qualifications.    {Id.) 

5.  A  writ  of  mandamus  may  be  ad- 
dressed to  subordinate  judicial 
tribu#ls  to  compel  them  to  exer- 
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else  their  f  aactions,  bat  not  to  re- 
quire tliem  to  decide  in  a  particu- 
.  larway.    {IcL) 

d  This  principle  -appliee  in  every 
case,  where  tne  duty,  performance 
of  which  is  sought  to  be  compelled, 
is  in  its  nature  ludiciaJL  or  involves 
the  exercise  of  judicial  power,  ir- 
respective of  the' character  of  the 
officer  or  body  to  which  the  writ 
is  addressed.    (Id,) 

T.  Where  a  subordinate  body  Is  vest- 
ed with  power  to  determine  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  the  duty  is  judicial, 
and  it  cannot  be  compeuAl  by  a 
mandamus  to  decide  in  a  particu- 
lar way,  however  clearly  it  be 
made  to  appear  what  the  decision 
ought  to  be.    (Id.) 

B,  Under  the  provision  in  the  char* 
ter  of  the  city  of  Troy  (mc  8,  tU. 
%,  chap.  813,  Zam  0/  187d),  requir- 
ing the  common  council  "  to  des- 
l^oate,  not  to  exceed  four  news- 
papers having  the  lar^t  cin^ila- 
tion  in  the  city,  in  which  the  city 
advertising  shall  be  done,"  the 
power  to  determine  as  matter  of 
fact  which  papers  have  the  largest 
circulation  is  vested  in  the  com- 
mon council;  the  court  cannot  de- 
termine it  in  the  first  instance, 
and  cannot  direct  by  mandamus 
the  designation  of  any  particular 
paper  or  papeps,    (/<{.) 

9l  Under  said  provision  the  common 
council  designated  four  papers^  the 
proprietors  of  which  acted  under 
such  appointment  The  proprie- 
tors of  another  newspaapcr  sought 
to  compel,  by  mandainus,  the  oes- 
iflnation  of  their  paper,  upon  affi- 
davits showing  that  said  papier  had 
a  laiger  circulation  than  one  or 
more,  if  not  all  of  the  desi^pated 
p^)ers.  The  proprietors  01  these 
papers  were  not  made  parties: 

Held,  that  aside  from  the  leeal 
questions,  the  writ  should  be  de- 
nied, as  the  appointment  of  the 
papers  designated  would  not  be 
vacated  by  any.  judgment  herein, 
and  if  compellea  to  de||gnat6  the 


relators*  papers  there  would  be  ft  va 

official  papers  instead  of  four,  as 
limited  oy  the  charter;  aLso»  that 
a  mandainus  requiring  the  com- 
mon council  to  meet  and  designate 
not  exceeding  four  papers  having 
the  largest  circulation,  could  not 
be  granted,  as  the  year  had  elapsed 
for  which  the  designation  should 
have  been  made.    {Td.) 

10.  Although  the  granting  or  refussl 
of  a  writ  of  mandamus  is  regarded 
as  discretionary,  as  distinguished 
from  a  writ  of  right,  it  is  not  an 
absolute  or  arbitrary  discretion, 
but  is  to  be  exercised  under,  and 
may  be  reflated  and  controlled 
l^  1^1  rules;  and  the  exercise  of 
the  (fiscretion  is  reviewable  here. 
(People  ex  reL  Chis  Light  Oo.  aft 
Com.  CouncU  of  QyraeuM,  78  i^ 
r.,  36.) 

11.  Where  the  writ  is  refused,  and  it 
appears  that  there  is  a  clear  \ml 
risnt,  and  that  there  is  no  omer 
adequate  remedy,  the  order  or 
Judgment  may  be  reversed.    (Id,) 

19.  Where  the  relator  has  for  an  un- 
reasonable time  slept  upon  his 
ri^^,  the  court  may  rexuae  the 

writ    (Id.) 

18.  In  determining  what  wiU  consti- 
tute socii  unMafonable  delay, 
regard  should  be  had  to  circum- 
ataaoes  jnfltilying  thedelay.  to  the 
nature  of  the  ease,  the  reli^  de- 
aanded,  and  to  the  question 
whether  the  righU  of  deieiidant 
or  other  peraeos  have  been  pnju- 
"^^hythedeky.    (U,) 


MANUFACTURING  COMPAJSTY. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  trustee 
of  a  manufacturing  company,  to 
enforce  a  personal  liability  for 
permitting  the  indebtedness  of  the 
company  to  exceed  its  capital 
stock,  ain  the  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany must  be  joined.  (Andfr^on 
9§y  JSpetrfi,  anU,  421.) 
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8.  In  snch  an  action,  an  accounting 
will  be  necesBafy  to  detennine 
who  are  creditors  of  the  company 
and  tiie  ratable  manner  In  which 
the  excess  should  be  distributed 
among  them.    (Id.) 


MARINB  COURT  (NBW  YORK). 

L  When,  during  the  pendency  of 
an  action  in  the  marine  court  of 
title  city  of  New  York,  the  defend- 
ant dies,  thAt  court  may  direct  the 
action  to  be  revived  ana  continued 
against  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, and  this  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  said  court  would 
hare  had  no  original  Jurisdiction 
against  such  representatives  in  the 
first  instance.  (^The  Bsople  ex  rel, 
Egan  agt  JvsUoe$  qf  the  Marine 
CauH,  ante,  413.) 

8.  Ovarrtthnff  mime  eaee  in  18  Eun, 
888.    (ItL) 

8.  Summary  proceedings  under  the 
statutes  to  recover  the  possession 
of  lands,  &c.,  commenced  before 
one  marine  court  Justice  may  be 
continued  before  another  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties.  (Ptople  ex  reL 
Jaekean  agt  McAdam,  Ofnie,  465.) 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  Employers  who'  constmct  or  re- 
pair macfaineB  are  not  liable  to 
their  employes  who  are  engaged 
in  the  construction  or  repair  of  a 
machine  upon  which  they  are 
ordered  to  maloe  certain  repairs, 
provided  some  other  workman  in 
the  same  shop  has  so  carelessly 
done  his  prior  part  of  the  woriL  of 
repair  as  to  leave  the  machine  im* 
fit  to  have  any  additional  work 
done  upon  It,  and  in  consequence 
thereof  the  employe  who  under- 
takes to  do  the  last  work  is  ix^iured. 
(Murphjf  agt.  Baetim  and  AUbany 
JSaitroad  Chmpany,  arUe,  197.) 

%  Tlie  genera]  rule  undoubtedly  ia 
that  an  employee  who  furnishes 
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the  machine  for  his  servant  to 
woi^  with  is  bound  to  provide  one 
safe  for  that  purpose,  out  when  a 
machine  which  is  safe  has  been 
furnished  the  men  who  operate 
ordinarily  take  upon  themselves 
the  risk  of  their  fellow-workman's 
carelessness.    (Id.) 

8.  When  an  accident  occurs,  not  in 
the  operation  but  in  the  construc- 
tion or  repair  of  a  machine  for 
operation,  in  the  doinff  of  which 
the  party,  a  servant,  Is  iniured, 
such  accident  being  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  another  servant  who 
had  done  a  previous  and  different 
part  of  such  work  of  construction 
or  repair,  the  master  is  not  then 
liable  in  damages  for  the  injury. 
(Id.) 

4.  A  corporation  is  liable  to  an  em- 
ployer  for  negligence  or  want  of 
proper  care  in  respect  to  such  acts 
and  duties  as  it  is  reauired  to  per- 
form as  master  or  principal,  with- 
out regard  to  the  rank  or  title  of 
the  acent  or  representative  en- 
trusted with  their  performance. 
(MeOMkerB^,L(mgIflandBailroad 
Company,  ante,  2Gi3.) 
• 

6.  As  to  such  acts  the  agent  or  repre- 
sentative occupies  the  place  of  tiie 
corporation,  and  the  latter  is 
deemed  present  and  consequentlv 
liable  for  the  manner  in  whicn 
they  are  performed.    (Id.) 

6.  Accordingly,  ke^,  where  an  agent 
of  defendant  who  was  a  yard- 
master  and  whose  duties  inctudMi 
the  hiring  and  discharging  of 
drillers  as  well  as  the  making  up 
of  the  trains  and  the  distribution 
of  cars  in  ahd  about  the  defend- 
ant's yard  and  repair-shop,  with 
knowledge  of  a  broken  bumper 

Skve  the  signal  which  in  the  back- 
St  of  the  engine  and  train  that 
followed  caused  the  death  of  the 

SlaintiiFs  intestate  who  was  a 
riller  employed  by  the  defendant, 
hired  by  the  vard-master  and  under 
his  iinmedmte  supervision  and 
control,  that  the  aefendant  was 
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liable  {See  Murpl^tgL  The  Boeion 
and  Aibafw  R,  R  Co.,  anie,  197). 
(Id,) 


MECHANICS'  LDSN. 

1.  A  subcontractor  flline  a  lien,  after 
an  assignment,  for  tne  benefit  of 
creditors  by  his  contractor  is  en- 
titled to  judgment  against  the 
owner,  contractor,  ami  liis  as- 
signee for  the  foreclosure  of  the 
lien,  and  is  not  compelled  to  share 
in  the  general  fund  in  the  hands 
of  the  assignee  as  an  ordinary 

'  creditor.  A^d  where  the  assignee 
of  the  contractor  has  paid  the 
amount  of  the  lien  to  the  county 
clerk,  and  the  lien  has  thus  been 
discharged,  the  amount  so  depos- 
ited is  in  lieu  of  the  property,  and 
the  lienor  upon  bringing  his  proper 
action  is  entitled  to  Judgment  for 
Uie  payment  to  him  of  the  money 
so  deposited.  {McMwrraif  agt. 
Buteheton,  ante,  210.) 

^  The  mechanics'  lien  laws  of  1876, 
as  amended  in  1879,  are  not  diifer- 

,  ent  in  these  ren>ect8  from  the  for- 
mer mechanics  lien  laws  of  1880 

.   and  1851  under  which  the  courts 

•    have  made  decisions  on  this  sub- 

.   ject.    {Id,) 

8.  The  oosts  in  such  an  action  must 
be  paid  out  of  the  contractor's 
estate,  before  any  clainw  owing 
by  Jennings  have  been  satisfied 

4.  Plaintiff  furnished  G.  H.  Z.  cer- 
tain lumber  which  he  purchased 
for  the  purpose  of  building  fences 
and  other  structures  in  his  coal 
yard  on  Avenue  D,  in  the  city  of 
New  York.  G.  H.  Z.  agreed  to 
pay  cash  for  the  lumber,  but  after 
all  the  lumber  was  furnished  and 
used  for  the  purpose  intended,  but 
before  it  was  all  paid  for,  G.  H. 
Z.  died,  intestate,  and  the  defend- 
ants, K.  W.  Z.  and  J.  D.  K  C, 
were  appointed  administrators. 
Thereafter,  and  before  the  expira- 
tion of  thirty  days  from  the  time 


of  the  furnishing  of  the  himber, 
the  plaintiff  filed  a  notice  of  claim 
or  mechanic's  lien,  and  thereafter 
commenced  an  action  to  foreclose 
the  same.  The  defendants  de- 
murred to  the  complaint  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  show  a 
sufficient  cause  of  action,  G.  H. 
Z.  haying  died  before  the  lien  was 
filed: 

Held,  that  the  lien  had  attached 
before  the  death  of  the  owner,  and 
the  estate  subject  to  the  lien,  and 
estate  for  years,  passed  to  the 
admipistrators  of  the  owner  as 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  intestate. 
The  administrators  are  liable  for 
the  deficiency,  if  any  there  should 
be,  and  the  other  defendants,  who 
purchased  the  estate  subject  to 
the  lien,  are  necessary  parties  to 
the  foreclosure.  (Bnnm  agt  2MM, 
ante,  845.) 

5.  The  provisions  of  the  mechanics' 
lien  law  for  the  county  of  Weal- 
Chester,  &c  {ciap,  402,  Latoe  of 
1H64,  ae  amended  bif  ehap.  489, 
Laws  of  1878),  giving  a  lien  to  per- 
sons Turnishing  ynaterials  when- 
ever the  owner  of  land  consents  to 
the  erection  of  a  building  thereon, 
apply  where  the  owner  is  a  mar- 
ned  woman.  (Huited  agt.  MathM, 
TIN.  r.,  388.) 

6.  As  to  such  land  the  owner  is  to 
be  regarded,  under  said  act^  as 
though  unmarried;  and  her  con- 
sent may  be  implied  from  her 
knowledge,  and  the  absence  of  any 
objection  on  her  part.    {Id.) 

7.  Under  the  provision  of  the  me- 
chanics' lien  law  for  the  county  of 
Kings  {eec.  8,  chap.  478,  Lanoe  of 
186d),  which  provides  that  *'  every 
lien  created  under  tbis  act  shail 
continue  until  the  expiration  of 
one  year  from  the  creation  there- 
of, and  until  judgment  rendered 
in  any  proceedings  for  the  enforce- 
ment tbereof,"  a  lien  so  created 
continues  for  one  year,  and  if  pro- 
ceedinffs  to  enforce  it  are  com- 
mencea  within  that  time,  and  tie 
priding  at  the  e^d  thereof,  then 
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fhe  lien  continues  untiljudgment 
{Fm  agt.  Kktd,  77  If.  T,  4§9.) 

• 

6.  Where,  therefore,  in  an  action 
to  foreclose  a  lien,  brought  within 
the  vear,  ludgment  was  rendered 
for  def encfant^  which  was  reversed 
upon  appeal  and  ludgment  render- 
ed for  p&intiif  after  the  expiration 
of  the  year,  hM,  that  the  lien  had 
not  ceased  to  exist  when  such 
Judgment  was  rendered.    (Id,) 

9.  Under  the  proYision  of  said  act 
(sec  9)  providing  that  the  proceeds 
of  sale  under  a  lien  "  shall  be  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  of  the  costs 
of  the  action  and  proceedings, 
'and  of  the  amount  found  to  be  dme 
to  the  claimant,*'  &c.,  tA\  costs 
before  judgment  must  be  paid  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  sale,  and  can- 
not properly  be  directed  to  be  paid 
by  the  owner  of  the  land.    (Ik.) 

10.  Defendant's  answer  put  in  issue 
most  of  the  material  allegations  of 
the  complaint.  Upon  reversal  of 
judgment  in  his  favor  the  general 
term  directed  Judgment  aosolute 
forplaintiffs: 

HM,  error;   that  a  new  trial 
should  have  been  granted.    (Id,) 

11.  The  mechanics' Hen  law  of  1862, 
for  the  counties  of  Kings  and 
Queens  (ehap.  478,  Laids  cf  1863), 
was  intended  for  the  protection 
of  those  who  perform  labor  or  fur- 
nish materials  within  this  State; 
It  has  no  extra  territorial  effect. 
(Birm.  IrohF,  Oo.  agt  G,  0, Starch 
Co.,7^N,  7.,  80.) 

12.  Where,  therefore,  a  steam  engine 
was  purchased  by,  and  delivered 
to,  defendant  In  {ne  State  of  Con- 
necticut, which  was  placed  in  its 
factory  in  the  county  of  Queens; 
Kdd,  mat  plaintiff,  wno  furnished 
to  the  vendor  the  bed-plate  of  the 
engine,  could  acquire  no  lien  un^ 
der  said  statute  upon  defendant's 
premises.    (Id.) 

18.  As  to  whether  such  an  engine  is 
<<an  improvement  upon  lands" 


within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
qwmre,    (Id.) 


MISDESCRIFnON. 

49(00  Judicial  Saia. 

FMTiMdv^FairehM^  ante,  857. 


MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

1.  A  i>er8on  obtaining  a  void  order 
cannot  use  it  to  excuse  the  laches 
caused  by  trusting  to  it  (Pe^k 
agt.  I^etc  York  and  New  Sereey 
Sadlwa/y  Chnyoc^y,  ante,  419.) 

8.  An  order  vacating  an  order  is  a 
judicial  authority  that  it  should 
not  have  been  granted.    (Id,) 

iSw  Praotigb. 

Matter  iff  BraJce,  ante,  829. 

8.  It  eeeme,  that  if  the  remarks  of 
the  court  are  so  adverse  to  one  of 
the  parties  as  to  call  for  the  inter- 
ference of  a  court  of  review,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  has  been 
improperly  influenced,  the  mode 
of  review  is  not  by  exception,  but 
the  question  should  be  brought  up 
on  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
(Doty  agt  Bymei,  77  2f.  T„  182.) 

4.  A  motion  at  special  term  to  set 
aside  or  strike  out  an  amendment 
of  a  pleading  made  bv  a  referee 
on  trial  is  improper.  (shUmJby  agt 
Coiflin,  77  i^  Tf,  270.) 

6.  R  meme,  that  the  proper  mode  of 
reviewing  the  decision  of  the  ref- 
eree is  by  exception  thereto  and 
appeal  from  the  judgment.    (Id.) 

6.  An  order  denying  a  motion  for 
leave  to  serve  an  amended  com- 
plaint is  not  appealable  to  this 
court    (Id.) 

7.  The  court  at  special  term  has  no 
Xwwer  to  grant  an  order  for  the 
examinatioa  of  a  defendant  for  the 
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purpose  of  enabling  tbe  plaintiff 
'  to  make  and  serve  nis  complaint. 
(EMum  agt  KrUck,  L,  In$,  Co,, 
77  N,  r.,  flB.) 

9:  The  right  to  such  an  ezainhiation 
is  purely  a  statutory  one;  the 
'  moae  pointed  out  by  the  statute 
must  be  followed;  and  by  the 
statute  {neto  Chde,  sees,  872, 873)  the 
application  must  be  made  to,  and 
the  order  granted  by,  a  Judge,  not 
by  the  court    {Id.) 

i.  Such  an  order,  made  by  the  spe- 
^  cial  term,  is  reviewable  here,    (/d.) 

IflL  The  determination  of  the  su- 
preme court  upon  a  Question  of 
vacating  a  judgment  for  a  mere 
irregularityi  based  upon  a  rtde  of 
practice,  not  a  positive  statute,  and 
- '  where  the  party  complaining  has 
■  not  been  in  any  wav  prejudioed, 
is  not  reviewable  in  tliia  court. 
(M(wr€  agt.  8ha4o,  77  If.  T.,  512.) 

11.  Accordingly  hdd,  that  an  order 

denying  a  motion   to  vacate  a 

^  judgment  for  deAdeiicy  in  a  fbre- 

•  doeure  suit,  on  the  ground  that 
the  report  of  the  referee  who  made 
the  sale  was  not  conflrmed,  and  no 
application  for  a  personal  judg- 

'■  ment  against  deftooant  made,  was 

•  not  renewable  here^    (i<l) 

19.  An  order  vacating  and  setting 
aside  an  ex  parte  order  discharging 

•  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
'  iters,  and  his  sureties,  from  all 
'  liability  to  the  creditors,  and  can- 

'  celing  his  bond,  is  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  is  not  reviewable 
here.  (In  re  EortfaUs,  Tllf,  F., 
514) 

IS.  Such  an  order  also  is  not  appeal- 
able, as  it  is  not  a  final  order 
'    within  the  provision  of  the  Code 

•  of  Civil  Procedure  {nib.  8,  see.  190), 
regulating  appeals  to  this  court. 

14.  The  question  whether  the  mov- 
ing creoitor  has  such  an  interest 
as  authorized  mm  to  malce  the 


motion  cannot  be  reviewed  on 
appeal  from  such  an  order.    (Id.) 

15.  On  March  24, 1876,  plaintiff  ob- 
tained a  verdict  against  def  endant, 
Judgment  was  suspended  until  ex- 
cepnons  could  be  heard  at  general 
term.  They  "^ere  argued  m  Nov- 
vember,  1876,  and  in  May,  1877, 
the  exceptions  were  overraled  and 
judgmentordered  on  verdict.  The 
defendant  died  after  aigument  and 
before  decision.  Plaintiff,  follow- 
ing the  practice  prescribed  by  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (sees,  75S, 
1210),  entered  up  judgment  in  the 
names  of  the  original  parties.  In 
March,  1879,  the  general  term,  on 
application  of  plaintiff,  granted  an 
oraer  vacating  the  Judgment,  and 
directing  that  it  be  "re-entered 
nune  pro  tune  as  of  the  day  when 
the  said  verdict  was  rendered:" 

MM,  error;  that  the  case  was 
within  the  stdd  provisions  of  the 
Code,  and  that  the  general  term 
had  no  power  to  malce  the  order. 
{Tuomy  agt.  Dunn,  77  if.  T.,  515.) 

16.  An  order  of  the  general  term 
granting  a  new  trial,  in  a  case 
tried  by  a  Jury,  where  the  facts 
were  before  the  general  term,  and 
it  had  the  power  to  grant  a  new 
trial  thereon,  is  not  appealable. 
iSnebley  agt  Connor,  7B  iVl  T., 
2ia) 

17.  Upon  appeal  from  such  aii  order, 
heldf  that  as  the  practice  in  such 
cases  had  become  thoroughly  es- 
tablished and  known*  tbe  order 
should  be  affirmed  in  accordance 
with  the  stipulation  in  the  notice 
of  appeal,  instead  of  dismissing 
the  appeal.    (fiL) 

18.  Where  a  surrogate,  in  his  decree 
upon  the  final  accounting  of  an 
executor,  directed  the  payment  bv 
him  to  his  counsel  of  a  sum  statea ; 
held,  that  the  question  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate  to 
make  the  order,  could  be  raised 
by  motion  before  the  surrogate  to 
set  aside  that  portion  of  the  de- 
cree; and  tliat  an  appeal  lay  from 
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an  order  denjine  such  motion. 
(Seaman  agt  mSehsad,  78  JT.  F.. 
806.) 

19.  An  order  of  a  general  term  o€- 
the  supreme  court,  affirming  a 
Judgment  of  a  court  of  sessions, 
upon  conyiction,  is  not  reviewable 
in  this  court  on  writ  of  error. 
(  nXghmj/  agt  JpBople,  78  iT.  r.,  380.) 

20.  It  MtffM,  that  if  the  district  attor- 
ney fails  to  enter  judgment  upon 
an  order  of  affirmance,  so  that  a 
writ  of  error  may  be  brought,  the 
defendant  may  require  it  to  be 
done;  and  the  court,  on  motion, 
will  direct  such  entry.    {Id,) 

21.  A  motion  to  confirm  the  report  of 
commissioners  appointed  nerein 
was  heard  at  a  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court,  three  justices 
being  present;  no  decision  was 
then  made,  and  the  general  term 
was  adjourned  to  a  subsequent 
day;  on  that  day  one  of  the  jus- 
tices was  not  present  One  of 
those  present  read  an  opinion  in 
favor  of  confirming  the  rejMnt, 
from  which  the  other  dissented. 
The  absent  justice  had  sent  to  the 
chief  justice  a  statement  in  writing 
that  the  report  should  be  con- 
firmed; there  was  no  written  con- 
currence by  him  in  the  opinion, 
and  no  personal  consultatioh  had 
been  haa  between  him  and  either 
of  the  other  justices.  A  memo- 
randum was  filed  the  same  as  if 
all  three  of  the  justices  were 
present,  stating  that  the  report  of 
the  commissioners  was  confirmed: 

Hdd  (Mtllbr,  J.,  dissenting), 
that  an  order  of  confirmation  en- 
tered thereon  was  unauthorized: 
and  that  a  refusal  of  the  general 
term  to  vacate  the  same,  on  mo- 
tion, was  error.  (In  re  Kinge  Go, 
El  RR,7Sir,  r,  888.) 

22.  Defendant's  attorney  having 
served  an  offer  of  judgment  ai^ed 
by  him  to  which  no  affidavit  of 
authority  was  attached  as  required 
by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(eec  740),  and  plaintiff  on  the  trial 


having  recovered  less  than  tha 
amount  named,  said  attorney 
moved  to  be  allowed  to  serve  the 
affidavit  nune  pro  tunc,  and  for 
an  extra  allowance.  The  motion 
was  denied : 

EM,  that  if  such  an  amendment 
was  authorized,  it  was  in  the  dia- 
cretion  of  the  courts  and  an  order 
denying  the  implication  therefor 
was  not  reviewable  here;  and  thai 
as  the  question  of  costs  could  not 
arise  until  this  relief  was  obtained, 
the  decision  of  the  motion  did  nel 
determine  the  right  to  costs,  and 
so  was  not  appeauible  on  that  ac- 
count (Bigot  agt  WasfdeU,  7$  if. 
F.,  686.)  "^       ' 

28.  Where  a  'receiver  has  been  ap- 
pointed in  proceedings  supplemen- 
taiy  to  execution  instituted  in 
favor  of  one  judgment  creditor,  in 
an  action  brougiit  by  another 
jndffment  creditor,  to  set  asidte 
sucn  proceedines  on  the  ground 
of  oollurion,  it  u  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court  to  appoint  another 
receiver,  and  to  direct  the  first  re- 
oeiven  to  band  over  to  him  the 
property  received.  {CdnnoQ^^gL 
KreU,  78  N.  T.,  620.) 

24  An  order,  therefore,  making  snch 
appoiatoient  and  giving  sueh  di- 
rection, is  not  reviewable  here. 

(Id.) 

25.  ^om  a  surrogate's  decree  made 
in  1867,  on  the  accounting  of  an 
administrator,  the  latter  appealed ; 
the  |[)etition  of  appeal  specified 
certam  portions  of  the  decree  as 
erroneous.  The  general  term 
made  an  order  in  February,  1871, 
which  the  contestant  claimed  re- 
versed the  whole  decree.  The 
latter  made  a  motion  at  general 
term,  in  June,  1878:  1st  For 
leave  to  renew  a  former  motion. 
2d.  To  amend  or  modify  Xhe 
general  term  order.  This  motion 
was  denied: 

JIM,  that  the  order  was  not  re* 
viewable  here;  that  if  the  order  of 
1871  was  erroneous  and  review- 
able, an  appeal  should  have  been 
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taken  therefrom;  if  Irregulac,  the 
attention  of  the  court  should 
sooner  have  been  called  to  it;  but, 
In  any  view,  it  was  a  matter  with- 
in the  discretion  of  the  supreme 
court.  (BmUeff  agt.  Waterman, 
78  y.  T„  638.) 

■ 

When  order  allowing  eetiuit  que 
tntit  to  appeal  ftom  judgment 
properlj  granted  ex  parte.  (See 
BoAee  agt.  Baihom,  78  N.  T., 
223.) 


87.  When  order  as  tb  disposition  of 
funds  in  hands  of  receiver  ap- 
pointed in  a  f orecloBum  suit,  is  in 
discretion  of  court  and  not  review- 
able here.  (See  Bmimry  agt  Foe- 
l0r  [Mem.],  78  i!r.  7.,  604.) 


MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  a  person  has  taken  a  con- 
Teyance  of  a  burial  lot,  and  has 
made  interments  therein  of  the 
dead  of  Ills  family,  it  is  in  such 
condition  that  it  cannot  be  mort- 
gaged to  secure  the  payment  of  a 
aebt  or  the  return  of  money  bor- 
rowed. (Tlufmpeon  agt  mekeg, 
ante,  484.) 


MORTGAGE  FORBCLOSURE. 

1.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, the  bond  accompanying  the 
mortgage  being  executed  by  a  per- 
son other  than  the  mortgagors  as 
well  as  by  the  mortgagors,  it  is 
proper  to  make  sucn  obligor  a 
party  to  the  action  and  to  demand 
against  all  the  obligors  a  judgment 
for  any  deficiency.  (Tkome  agt. 
I9Mby,  ante,  130.) 

3.  The  objection  that  an  action  '*in 
pemonam  "  at  Uw  is  united  with  a 
claim  "in  rem*'  in  equity  is  not 
well  taken (3 £  8.,  p,  191,  eee.  154; 
Seoftdd  agt  lhee\er,72N,  T,  4dl). 
(Id.) 

9.  In  a  foreclosure  suit  Judgment  for 
a  deficiency  was  enterea  against 


parties  upon  a  covenant  in  the 
deed  given  them  upon  the  pur- 
chase of  the  property,  whereby 
they  assumed  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage.  In  the  contract  for  the 
purchase  they  were  simply  to  take 
the  property  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage. W  hen  thev  were  made  par- 
ties to  the  foreclosure  suit  they 
were  unable  to  find  the  contract, 
and  did  not,  until  some  time  after 
Judgment,  discover  that  by  the 
deed  they  were  made  to  assume 
the  m<Mtgage,  the  instrument 
having  been  drawn  without  their 
inspection ;  they,  therefore,  d- 
lowed  the  foreclosure  suit  to  go 
by  default: 

Meld,  that  when  the  contract 
was  discovered,  it  being  within 
ten  years  after  the  Judgment  was 
entered,  the  defendants  were  enti- 
tled to  ask  that  the  Judgment  be 
opened  and  they  be  allowed  to 
come  in  and  defend.  (2VtataM  af 
the  Northern  Ditpeneary  ef  New 
Tark  agt  Merriam  et  oL,  ante, 
336.) 

4.  As,  bv  the  terras  of  the  contract, 
defendants  were  not  to  assume  the 
mortgage  the  covenant  wUch  im- 
posed the  liabilitv  upon  them  was 
a  mutual  mistake  tietween  the 
IMUties  thereto;  and  when  the  dis- 
covery of  the  contract  showed 
defendants'  non-liability  for  the 
deficiency  they  then  had  the  right 
to  resist  responsibility  which  they 
had  unknowingly  assumed.    (JSi.) 

5.  A  second  mortgagee  may  defend 
against  a  prior,  usurious  mort- 
gage. (  Umon  Dime  Saninge  Initi- 
Mm  agt.  Oiwrk,  ante,  m) 

6.  The  defense  of  usury  is  legal  and 
is  to  be  treated  as  any  outer  de- 
fense.   (Id.) 

7.  Where  a  second  mortgagee  suf- 
fered a  default  in  the  foreclosure 
of  a  first  mortgage,  being  ignorant 
of  the  fact  that  tne  first  moi^age 
was  usurious: 

HM,  that  upon  this  fact  first 
coining  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
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second  mortgagee,  upon  a  trial 
between  the  holder  of  the  first 
mortgage  and  the  owner  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  the  default 
should  be  opened  and  the  defense 
of  usury  allowed  to  be  set  up  by 
the  second  mor^gee: 

lEaldt  further,  that  the  second 
mortgagee  had  not  loet  this  right 
by  laches.    {Id.) 

8.  It  is  an  essential  element  of 
laches  or  negligence  that  the 
party  chargea  with  it  should 
tume  knowledge,  or  have  failed 
or  omitted  to  obtain  knowledge 

•  where  it  was  obtainable,  after 
notice,  or  circumstances  which 
should  hare  induced  an  Inquirv 
and  an  effort  to  obtain  knowl- 
edge.   (Id.) 

9.  Where,  in  a  foreclosure  of  a  rail- 
way  mortgage,  bonds  are  outstand- 
ing and  pledged  as  collateral,  it  is 
not  error  for  the  referee  to  com- 
pute, to  include  them  in  his  esti- 
mate of  the  amount  due.  {Psck 
agt  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
JEMioa^  OampfbHif,  arUe,  419.) 

10.  A  person  obtaining  a  void  order 
cannot  use  it  to  excuse  the  laches 
caused  by  trusting  to  it.    (Id,) 

11.  An  order  vacating  an  order  is  a 
Judicial  authority  that  it  should 
not  have  been  granted.    (Id.) 

tSL  In  1856  one  Howell  purchased 
certain  lands  upon  which  there 
were  then  two  mortgages,  one  for 
$5,600,  and  the  other  for  $1,800. 
The  payment  of  the  first  mortgage 
was  assumed  by  Howell  in  his 
deed,  but  no  reference  was  made 
therein  to  the  second.  In  1857 
the  second  mortgi^e  was  fore- 
closed, the  summons  being  served 
on  Howell  by  publication.  Upon 
the  sale  the  owner  of  the  second 
mortgage  purchased  and  took  pos- 
session of  the  land,  paid  taxes, 
and  subsequently  satisfied  the  first 
mortgage.  Thereafter  the  prem- 
ises were  conveyed  to  various  per- 
sons,  and  finally  by  a  deed;  with 


covenants  of  warranty,  &c,  to 
the  defendant  Clara  B.  Leavitt,  a 
married  woman,  who  bought  them 
subject  to  a  $15,000  mortgage 
given  bv  one  of  ber  grantors,  of 
which  phe  assumed  the  payment: 
Held,  4hat  she  was  in  possession 
of  the  premises  as  a  mq)i;gagee  in 
possession.  (Dunning  agt.  Fisher, 
20  Hun,  17^.) 

18.  That  being  so  in  possession,  the 
hell's  of  the  mortgagor  could  not 
maintain  ejectment  against  her. 
That  the  evidence  as  to  the  action 
of  ejectment  was  to  be  entirely 
disregarded  in  the  present  action. 
(Id.) 

1 4.  That  her  right  to  sue  on  the  cove- 
nants of  title,  contained  in  the 
deed  from  her  grantor,  was  suffi- 
cient to  uphold  her  covenant  to 
pay  the  mortgage.    (Id.) 

15.  In  an  action  of  foreclosure 
brought  by  the  plaintiff,  the  holder 
of  a  second  mortgage  upon  a  lease- 
hold estate,  he  was,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  mortgagors,  appointed 
a  receiver  and  directed  to  collect 
the  rents  of  the  premises,  and 
'*out  of  the  same  to  keep  said 
buildings  insured  a^nst  loss  or 
damage  by  fire,  and  m  repair,  and 
to  pay  the  ground  rent  and  taxes  " 
Subsequently  one  Maas,  the  owner 
of  the  first  mortgage,  commenced 
an  action  for  its  foreclosure,  to 
which  the  plaintiff  herein  was 
made  a  defendant,  and  upon  a 
sale  had  under  a  Judgment  recov- 
ered therein,  Maas  purchased  the 

§  remises  for  less  than  the  amount 
ue  on  his  mortgage.  Upon  the . 
passage  of  the  accounts  of  the 
plaintiff  as  receiver*  it  appeared 
that  he  had  refused  to  pay  the 
ground  rent  and  taxes  due  and  ac- 
cruing upon  the  premises  while 
he  was  collecting  the  rents,  and 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  Apply 
them  upon  his  own  mortsage : 

Heldf  that  he  was  bound  to  apply, 
the  rents  received  by  him  in  pay- 
ing such  ground  rent  and  taiies, 
ai^  that  as  Maa^  had  been  (Com- 
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pelled  to  jmy  the  R^me.  to  sare  the 
properW,  the  recciyer  sfaouhl  be 
ordered  to  pay  over  aaj  balance 
in  hifl  hanaa  to  Haas  to  api^y 
thereon.  {fiann4g  agt.  Bspar,  20 
Uun,  11.) 

Xt,  Wheira  receiver  will  not  be  al- 
lowed to  charge  against  the  fund 
fees  paid  to  counsel,  considered. 
UA) 

17.  The  defendant  pim!hased  certain 
premises  at  a  aale  had  under  a 
foreclosure  by  adyertisement  of  a 
second  mort^icage,  ci  whidb  he  was 
then  the  owner.  By  the  tersM  of 
tiale,  which  were  read  by  the  auc- 

,  tioneer,  the  premises  were  to  be 
sold  free  of  all  incumbrances,  the 
purchaser  being  required  to  pay 

.  the  first  mortga^  out  of  the 
amount  bid  by  hmi,  and  to  pay 
oyer  the  balance  of  his  bid  to  the 
auctioneer.  These  terms  of  sale 
were  not  contained  in  the  notices  of 
the  forclosure  which  were  seired 
and  poBted  as  required  br  the 
statute.  The  purchaser  paid  off 
the  first  mortgage,  paid  the  balance 
of  his  bid  to  the  auctioneer,  and 
received  the  afiidavits  of  sale  as 
provided  by  the  statute. 

Subsequently  the  plaintiff,  who 
had  been  appointea  receiver  of 
the  property  of  the  mortgagor  and 
owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
brought  this  action  to  recover  a 
surplus  alleged  to  haye  arisen  on 
such  sale,  claiming  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  entitled  to  be  allowed 
the  amount  he  had  paid  on  the  first 
mortgace,  because  the  owner  of 
the  equity  of  redemption,  who  was 
not  present  at  tlie  sale,  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  terms  of  sale  or 
of  such  payment,  and  had  never 
ratified  them,  and  that,  therefore 
the  purchaser  mxist  account  for 
the  amount  of  his  bid,  less  the 
amoimt  due  on  the  second  mort- 
ga«;e: 
Ueidt  that  the  action  could  not 

•  be  maintained.  (Story  agt  ifofn- 
Ofcm,  ao  Hun,  188.) 

18.  Where  a  plaintiff  has,  without 


flrat  obtaining  leave  from  the 
court,  brought  an  action  at  law 
to  recover  a  deficiency  arising  on 
the  sale  of  certain  premises  iv&der 
a  decree  of  foreclosure  entered  in 
a  former  action,  the  court  may. 
upon  his  applicatiOQ,  and  upon 
such  terms  as  are  Just,  grant  him 
leave  ''  to  brinff  and  conunue  *^  the 
action  without  prejudice  to  the 
proceedings  already  had.  (£bfis 
agt.  DafBid,  20  Han,  527.) 

10.  An  order  denying  a  motion  to 
vacate  a  ludgment  for  d^fioiency 
in  a  foreclosure  suit,  on  the  ground 
that  the  report  of  the  referee  who 
made  the  sale  was  not  confirmed* 
and  no  application  for  a  persrniai 
ludgment  i^inst  defendant  made. 
Is  not  reviewable  here.  (Moan 
agt.  Shaw,  77  K.  F.,  511) 

dO.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  knort- 
gage  the  complaint  alleged  the 
conveyance  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  to  defendant  D.,  subwct 
to  the  mortgage  and  taxes;  that 
D.  entered  into  possession  and  col- 
lected the  rents  and  profits;  and 
asked  Judgment  that  if  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  are  insufl^cient  to 
>ay  taxes,  and  the  amount  due 
br  principal  and  interest  after 
deducting  costs  and  expenses,  that 
D.,  to  the  extent  of  the  rents  col- 
lected by  him  be  adjudged  to  pay 
the  deficiency.  D.  old  not  appear 
in  the  action,  and  Judgment  was 
entered  adjudsiing  that,  in  case 
of  deficiency  it  to  referred  to  a 
referee  to  take  an  account  of  tiie 
rents  collected  by  D. ,  and  that  to 
the  extent  of  such  collections  D. 
pay  to  plaintiff  the  unpaid  taxes 
and  assessments,  and  the  amonnt 
due  for  interest  on  the  mortgage, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  satmy 
the  deficiency.  A  deficiency  hay- 
ing occurred,  the  referee  took  the 
account  and  reported  the  amount 
of  rents  received  by  D.  A  motion 
to  confirm  the  report,  and  for 
ludgment  and  execution  against 
D.,  was  thereupon  made,  whieh: 
was  denied.  It  did  not  appear  that 
D.  was  serwd  with  any  of  the 
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jMtpere  after  mnice  of  samiAOiM 
snd  complaiat,  or  with  notice 
of  Any  subeecraent  Droceedincs. 
VUiamt  appealed  without  servfce 
upon  D.  of  notice  of  appeal  to  the 
general  term,  or  to  this  court: 

Held,  thai  the  motion  was  prop- 
erly denied.  {ArgaU  hgt,  Pitts,  78 
jr.  F.,  2W.) 

91.  i?  seem$,  that  in  such  case  the 
order  appealed  from  wouli  not  be 
reversed  without,  at  least,  requir- 
ing the  service  of  notice  of  appeal 
on  the  defendant  sought  to  be 
affected.    {Id.) 

82l  D.,  who  liad  executed  a  mortgage 
upon  certain  premises  to  secure 
has  bond,  conveyed  the  premises", 
subject  to  the  mortgage, which  the 
grantee  assumed  to  pay,  and  the 
premises,  after  the  sale  and  after 
the  maturity  of  the  mortgage,  be- 

'  came  incumbered  by  taxes  and 
assessments,  that  in  the  absence 
of  notice  to  the  mortgagee,  and  a 
request  to  foreclose,  D.  was  liable 
in  an  action  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
g!^,  for  a  deficiency,  in  ascer- 
tamine  which  the  amount  of  said 
incumbrances  was  deducted  from 
the  proceeds  of  sale.  (MarshaU 
agt  Daoiei,  78  N.  T.,  414) 

88.  Ab  'to  whether,  in  such  case,  a 
notice  to  the  mortgagee,  and  re- 
quest, after  the  mortiage  is  due, 
to  foreclose,  will  avafi  to  impose 
upon  him,  in  case  of  his  non*com- 
pllance  with  the  request,  the  dam- 
ages resulting  from  an  impairment 
01  the  security,  or  whether  tl^e 
mortgagor  has  any  remedy  except 
to  protect  himself  by  paying  his 
bond  and  becoming  subrogated 
to  the  rights  of   the  mort^M», 
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KATUOMilZATIOK. 

Am  OmzviraHip. 

The  P^&pleeoRrtL  aikmneatkgt, 
MtNaUy,  ante,  009. 


NBOLIGENCE. 

1.  The  general  appearance  and  an- 
swer of  a  defendant  corporation 
oiyrht  to  be  deemed  an  aamission 
of  Its  corporate  existence ;  and  it 
ought  not  afterwards,  when  nO 
special  issue  is  presented,  insist 
that  plaintlit  must  produce  aad 
pro^  its  character  ;  at  all  events, 
m  such  case  it  is  enough  to  show 
user  or  corporate  acts  to  make  a 
prima  faeis  ease  of  the  entity  and 
identity  of  such  corporation. 
(Derrenhtuiloer    agt.    The    Lehigh 

VaUdy  BaAroad   Compofmif^   tmte 
28&) 

2.  The  plaintiff,  a  canal  boatman,  in 
helping  to  discharge  iron  ore 
from   a  boat   at  pCTth  Amboy, 

gushed  the  iron  tub  which  was 
eing  hoisted  by  a  derrick  as  was 
customary  and  thus  went  partly 
under  the  tub,  which  fell  upon 
him,  causing  the  injury  sued  for: 
Held,  that  the  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence  of  plaintiff's 
act  was  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury,  such  act  not  being  per  se 
evidence  of  negligence. 

HM,  also,  that  some  slight  evi- 
dence having  been  given  that  de- 
fendant was  the  owner  of  the 
derrick  and  of  the  rope  used,  and 
the  use  of  the  derrick  being  much 
for  the  benefit  of  defendant  and 
as  the  Iron  ore  was  being  trans- 
ferred by  its  consignees  to  defend- 
ant's cars  in  the  usual  way,  and 
as  it  should  not  be  presumed  that 
the  consignees  were  trespaaefng 
tn  making  use  of  the  derrick,  in 
the  absence  Of  all  explanation  on 
defendant's  part,  the  jury  were 
justified  in  finding  that  the  con- 
signees were  using  the  derrick  in 
ihe  usual  way,  with  defen^Umt's 
knowledge  and  consent,  and  for 
its  and  their  mutual  benefit. 

Hdd,  fwrtker,  that,  defendant 
was,  therefore,  liable  if  the  rope 
was  Unsafe  and  unfit  for  the  wcm, 
and  there  being  some  evidence  to 
go  to  the  Jury  on  these  questions, 
the  court  properly  submitted  the 
questkHiB  to  thera,   tome  forcp 
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being  properly  giTen  to  the  omis- 
sion of  defendant  to  give  eacplan- 
atory  evidence.    {Id.) 

See  Mastbr  and  Sbryamt. 

Murphy  ftfft.  Boaion  and  Albany 
BaHroad  Oompany,  ante,  107. 

See  McCoaker  agt.  Long  Idand  Ba/Qr 
road  Ckm^pamy,  ante,  856. 

8.  While  one  of  the  defendant's  cars 
was  passing  down  a  street,  in  the 
city  of  Brooklyn,  a  horse  and 
wagon  coming  down  a  street  at 
right  angles  with  the  street  over 
which  the  car  was  moving  ran 
into  it  and  injured  the  plaintiff,  a 
passenger  therein,  who  brought 
this  action  to  recover  the  damages 
sustained  thereby.  The  wagon 
was  coming  at  a  rapid  rate  of 
speed,  and  could  have  been  seen, 
when  the  car  reached  the  line  of 
the  intersecting  street,  at  the  dis- 
tance of  250  feet.  There  was  no 
evidence  that  its  rate  of  speed  in- 
creased before  the  collision,  which 
occurred  just  before  the  car 
reached  the  further  side  of  the 
said  street.  The  car  mi^ht  have 
been  stopi>ed  in  twelve  feet: 

Held,  that  it  was  error  to  direct 
a  nonsuit,  and  that  the  question 
whether  it  would  not  have  been 
prudent  for  the  driver,  under  the 
circiunstances,  to  have  stopped  the 
car  should  have  been.8ubmitted  to 
the  jury.  (Watkins  M[t.  Atlaniie 
Avenue  R  R  Co.,  20  Hun,  237.) 

4  The  plaintiff's  horse,  while  pass- 
ing, in  charge  of  his  servant,  along 
a  street  in  which  the  tracks  of  the 
defendant's  road  were  laid,  caught 
his  hoof  in  a  space  between  the 
rail  and  a  plank  which  the  de- 
fendant had  laid  alongside  of  «it 
to  facilitate  the  crossmg  of  the 
tracks  by  teams.  The  horse 
wrenched  his  hoof  off,  and  was 
therebv  rendered  valueless  The 
space  between  the  plank  and  rail 
was  greater  than  was  necessarv 
for  the  free  operation  of  defend- 
ant's cars. 
In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to 


recover  the  damages  thereby  oc- 
casioned to  him,  iiUt,  that  he  was 
entitled  to  recover,  ifiuddobadi 
agt  JeweU,  SO  Hun,  187.) 


NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  Where  oh  a  trial  before  a  referee, 
the  evidence  received  erroneously 
by  the  referee  is  material  and  beuis 
upon  an  important  issue,  it  must 
be  presumea  to  have  been  influen- 
tial with  him  and  a  newtrial  must 
be  ordered.  {Chandler  agt.  AUen^ 
20  Hun,  424.) 

2.  Under  the  statute  authorizing  the 
granting  of  a  new  trial  on  motion 
of  the  prisoner,  after  conviction 
(cAop.  205,  Lowe  of  1876),  the  court 
has  no  power  to  grant  such  a  mo- 
tion, for  an  alleged  error,  where 
no  exception  was  taken  on  the 
trial.  (Bud  agt  Fe(^,  78  if. 
r..  492.) 

8.  The  provision  of  the  statute  en- 
larging the  -Jurisdiction  of  Uie 
courts  of  sessions  in  the  citv  and 
countv  of  New  York  («c.  8,  ehof, 
887,  ZaiM<7f'1855,  ae  amended  oy 
ehap.  8.H0,  XatM  of  1858),  which 
authori2ses  an  appellate  court  to 
grant  a  new  trial  In  capital  cases 
when  satisfied  that  the  verdict  is 
against  the  weight  of  evidence, 
£c,,  whether  an  exception  was 
taken  or  not  in  the  court  below, 
has  no  application  to  writi  of 
error  in  other  counties  of  the  state. 
(Id.) 


NEW  YORK  (CITY  OP)i 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  charter  of 
the  city  of  New  York  providing 
that  the  board  of  aldermen  and 
assistant  aldermen  of  that  city 
should  be  the  exclusive  judges  of 
the  qualification,  election  and  re- 
turn of  their  members,  do  not 
take  away  from  the  supreme  court 
its  inherent  power  of  determining 
upon  quo  warranto  whether  a  per- 
son was  duly  elected  to  and  quali- 
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fled  for  such  office.  The  power  is 
a  eoncorrent  and  not  an  exclusive 
one,  and  the  Jurisdiction  of  which- 
ever attaches  first  continues  to  the 
termination  of  the  proceeding. 
Therefore,  if  the  claimant  to  the 
office  submits  himself  to  the  ||u- 
risdiction  of  the  board  to  which 
he  claims  to  have  been  elected, 
and  that  board  decides  against  his 
title  he  cannot  afterwards  invoke 
the  aid  of  the  court,  but  if  the  aid 
of  the  court  is  sought  first  its 
Judgment  is  conclusive.  A  person 
who  receives  the  certificate  of 
election  to  an  office  of  which  he 
gets  possession  ceases  to  be  an 
officer  ds  facto  from  the  time  of 
Judgment  of  ouster.  No  further 
proceeding  or  writ  is  necessary  to 
put  the  officer  de  jure  into  legal 
possession  of  the  office,  and  a 
payment  by  the  financial  officer  of 
a  municipal  corporation  to  such 
de  faeU>  officer,  after  notice  of 
each.  Judgment  of  ouster,  does  not 
protect  the  municipality  from  the 
payment  of  the  same  salary  to  the 
officer  da  jv/re  from  and  after  the 
time  of  such  notice.  (McVeany 
agt.  The  Mayor,  dbe.,  ante,  106.) 

9.  The  common  council  of  the  City 
of  New  York  have  no  power  or 
right  to  authorize  the  placing  or 
continuing  of  any  obstruction 
upon  any  street  or  sidewalk,  ex- 
cept the  temporary  occupation 
thereof  during  the  ereotion  or  re- 
pair of  a  building  on  a  lot  opposite 
tiie  same.  (T&  PeopU  ex  rel, 
QReiUy  agt.  The  Mayor,  Ac., 
ante,  277.) 

8.  The  common  council  by  resolu- 
tion declared  that  Ucensea  vendors 
should  be  permitted  to  occupy 
Forty-second  street,  west  of 
Eighth  avenue  and  within  825 
feet*  of  that  avenue,  Saturday 
nights  from  6  to  13  o'clock: 

Metd,  that  to  permit  the  street 
to  be  occupied  and  obstructed  in 
tills  manner  is  clearly  unlawful. 
It  not  only  prevented  its  use  and 
enjoyment  for  the  ordinary  pur^ 
poses  for  which  it  is  maintained, 


but  also  deprived  the  owners  and 
residents  upon  it  of  the  complete 
and  beneficial  use  and  eDj<mnent 
of  their  own  property;  and  as  to 
them  the  obstruction  was  sub- 
stantially a  nuisance,  and  a  party 
sufTering  special  injury  from  it 
has  a  right  to  appeal  to  the  courts 
for  redress: 

JEMd,  furthw,  that  where  the 
superintendent  of  incumbrances 
and  the  commissioner  of  public 
works  (who  in  terms  are  author- 
ized to  l^eep  the  streets  clear  of 
obstructions)  have  been  applied  to 
and  requested  to  exercise  their 
authority  and  remove  these  ob- 
structions, but  have  declined  and 
refused  so  to  do,  a  mandamus  will 
issue  requiring  them  to  interpose 
and  remove  the  same    (Id,) 

4.  Although,  as  a  general  rule,  a 
mandamus  will  not  issue  where 
the  party  has  another  remedy,  it 
is  not  universally  true  in  relation 
to  corporations  and  ministerial 
officers,  for  while  they  may  be 
liaMe  in  an  action  for  neglect  of 
duty  they  may  still  be  compelled 
bv  this  writ  to  exercise  their  func- 
tions according  to  law.    {Id,) 

5.  Streets  which  include  sidewalks 
are  for  the  use  of  the  public  at 
large.  Any  obstruction  erected 
on  the  streets  or  sidewalks  without 
the  sanction  of  the  legislature  is  a 
nuisance.  {JBly  agt  Campbell, 
ante,  888.) 

6.  A  local  municipal  corporation 
cannot  give  a  valid  permission  to 
any  one  to  occupy  the  streets  or 
sidewalks  with  continuing  erec- 
tions or  other  obstructions  with- 
out express  power  conferred  by 
statute.    {Id,) 

7.  The  municipal  legislature  of  the 
city  of  New  York  has  no  power 
to  authorize  the  occupation  of  the 
streets  and  sidewalks,  in  the 
neighborhood  of  tne  maikets. 
wi£  stands  and  booths  to  be  kept 
and  maintained  continuously  at 
all  hours  of  the  day.    {Id.) 
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8.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  commissloiier 
of  public  works  to  remove  all  ille- 
gal obstructions  placed  upon  the 
streets  and  sidewalks.    {Id,) 


NON-IMPBISONIOSNT  ACT. 

1.  A  warrant  of  arrest  cannot  be 
ismed  under  tke  proTisions  of  the 
act  "  to  abolish  imprisomneBi  for 
debt  and  to  punish  fiaudidBnt 
debtors  "  {ckap.  800,  LmMttf  1881), 
to  enforce  a  judgment  in  an  action 
in  toit.  To  authorine  the  issuing 
of  the  warrant  it  must  appear  by 
the  affidavit  presented  that  the 
Judgment  was  founded  upon  a 
contract,  or  tliat  the  canae  of  ac- 
tion was  to  recover  damagps  for 
the  non-performance  of  a  contract, 
express  or  implied.  (iWfljs  oo  reL 
Dtuenburjf  agt  8pior^  77  N.  T., 
144.) 

A.  A  oontract  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  must  be  one  resulting  from 
the  voluntary  arrangement  of  the 
parties,  and  not  one  implied  by 
law  for  the  purpose  d  giving  a 
remedy  for  a  wrtmg.    {Id.) 

8.  The  implied  contract  referred  to 
in  said  statute  (mc  1)  is  one  where, 
although  not  expressed  in  words, 
the  intention  of  tof^arties  to  con- 
tract may  be  presumed  from  their 
acts  and  the  surrounding  circum- 
BtanceSp  so  that  there  appears  to 
be  the  **  aggregatio  mentiuin"  es- 
sential to  a  contract  at  common 
law.    (Id,) 

L  Accordingly,  hdd,  where  an  al&- 
davit,  presented  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  warrant  unaer  said 
statute,  set  forth  a  judgment  in  an 
action  for  obtaining  money  de- 
posited in  court,  by  fraud  and  im- 
position, and  in  vidlation  of  an 
Injunction,  that  defendant  was  not 

Srotected  from  arrest  in  that  ae- 
on bj  said  statute ;  and  that  the 
affidavit  did  not  give  Jurisdiction 
to  issue  a  warrant  under  the 
statue.    {Id.) 


NOTICB. 

1.  The  notice  of  entry  of  Judgment 
required  to  be  served  {new  Chds, 
S00. 1891),  in  order  to  limit  the  time 
of  appeal  from  a  Judgment  en- 
tered upon  the  report  of  a  referee 
must  be  one  coming  from  the  pre- 
vailing party;  no  other  party,  nor 
the  attorney  representing  another 
party,  has  the  right  to  serve  a 
notice  for  the  prevailing  party; 
and  a  notice  so  served  wiS  not,  so 
far  as  he  is  concerned,  set  running 
the  bar  of  the  statute.  {KUmef 
agt  muAom,  78  N.  T,,  238.) 

8.  Two  of  three  trustees  brought  an 
action,  among  other  things,  to 
determine  the  validity  of  claims 
upon  the  trust  fund,  in  which  ac- 
tion B.,  a  co-trustee,  was  made  a 
party  defendant  Judgment  was 
entered  upon  the  report  of  a  ref " 
eree  sgainst  certain  of  the  de- 
fendants; B.  was  onlv  affected 
thereby  as  trustee.  Kotioe  of 
Judgment  was  served  by  plaintiffs 
attorney  on  defendants;  no  notice 
thereof  was  served  on  behalf  of  B. 
Within  thirty  days  after  such  serv- 
ice, notice  of  appeal,  on  the  part 
of  one  of  the  defendants  against 
whom  the  judgment  was  rendered, 
was  served  upon  plaintifTs  attor- 
ney; none  was  served  upon  B. 
Upon  plaintiff's  motion  the  appeal 
was  dismissed: 

BM,  error;  that  service  of  no- 
tice of  appeal  upon  B.  was  not 
required;  and  that  the  notice  of 
appeal  was  good  as  to  the  prevaU- 
inff  party,  who  served  notice  of 
Judgment    (Id.) 

8.  Also  hM,  that  the  noUoe  of 
Judgment  was  insufficient  to  limit 
the  time  to  appeal,  as  the  office 
address  or  place  of  business  of  the 
attorney  was  not  stated  as  required 
by  the  rules  (JSkutrtme  eowrt,  rul»  8.) 
(Id.) 

4.  Of  motion  to  allow  eethti  gwe  tnut 
to  appeal  from  judgment  in  action 
brought  by  his  trustee;  who  en- 
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titled  to.  (8MBo€ke$ft^EBUham, 
78  If.  F.,  232.) 

S.  Of  appeal,  when  required  to  be 
ierved  on  defendant  who  has  not 
answered.  (See  ArgaU  agi.  PUU, 
78  N.  T,  289.) 


OBJSOnOK 

1.  When  the  general  term  will  con- 
sider an  error  committed  upon  the 
trial,  to  which  an  exception  was 
duly  taken  though  not  argued  on 
appeal,  considered.  (Schoonmaker 
agt  Woffftyrd,  2Q  Hun,  160.) 


OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT. 

1.  An  offer  of  judgment  si^ed  by 
defendant's  attorney,  to  'vmch  no 
affidavit  showing  his  authority  to 
malLe  it  is  annexed,  as  required 
by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
Uec.  740),  is  invalid.  {Bigge  agt 
WaydeU,  78  K  F.,  686.) 

2.  A  notice  served  upon  said  attor- 
ney by  plaintifTs  attorney  declin- 
ing the  offer,  without  pointing 
out  such  defect,  is  not  a  waiver 
thereof.    {Id,) 

8.  Defendant's  attorney  having 
served  such  an  offer,  and  plaintiff 
on  the  trial,  having  recover^  less 
than  the  amount  named,  said  attor- 
ney moved  to  be  allowed  to  serve 
the  affidavit  nwM  pro  tune,  and  foil 
an  extra  allowance.  The  motion 
was  denied: 

EM,  that  if  such  an  amend- 
ment was  authpriaed  it  was  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  an 
order  denying  the  application 
therefor  was  not  reviewable  here, 
and  that  as  the  question  of  costs 
could  not  arise  until  this  rdief  was 
obtained,  the  decision  of  the  mo- 
tion did  not  determine  the  right  to 
costs,  and  so  was  not  appealable 
on  that  account    (Id,) 


OFFICER  DE  FACTO  AND 
DE  JURE. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  charter  of 
the  city  of  New  York  providing 
that  the  board  of  aldermen  ana 
assistant  aldermen  of  that  city 
should  be  the  exclusive  judges  of 
the  qualification,  election  and  re- 
turn of  their  members,  do  not  Cake 
away  from  the  supreme  court  its 
inherent  power  of  determining 
upon  9110  wtrratUo  whether  a  per- 
son was  duly  elected  to  and  quali- 
fied for  such  office.  The  power  is 
a  concurrent  and  not  an  exclusive 
one,  and  the  Jurisdiction  of  which- 
ever attaches  flnt  continues  to  the 
termination  of  the  proceeding. 
Therefore,  if  the  claimant  to  the 
office  submits  himself  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  board  to  which  he 
claims  to  have  been  elected,  and 
that  board  decides  against  his  title 
he  cannot  af terwams  invoke  the 
aid  of  the  court,  but  if  the  aid  of 
tibe  court  is  sought  first  its  judg- 
ment is  conclusive.  A  person 
who  receives  the  certificate  of 
election  to  an  office  of  which  he 
gets  possession  ceases  to  be  an 
officer  d$  fcuto  from  the  time  of 
jud^^ent  of  ouster.  No  further 
proceeding  or  writ  is  necessary  to 
put  the  officer  de  Jure  into  legal 
possession  of  the  office,  and  a  pay- 
ment by  the  financial  officer  of  a 
municipal  corporation  to  such 
de  facto  officer,  after  notice  of 
sucn  judgment  of  ouster,  does  not 
protect  me  municipality  from  the 
payment  of  the  same  salary  to  the 
ofllcer  de  Jure  from  and  after  the 
time  of  such  notice.  {McVeany 
agt  The  Mayor,  etc,,  ante,  106.) 


PARTIES. 

1.  Where  the  decree  of  a  surrogate 
directed  an  administratrix  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiff,  as  general  guar- 
dian of  tbeir  infants,  a  certain  sum 
''for  each  of  said  infaots,  as  the 
distributive  shares"  of  each  of 
them: 
EM,  upon  demurrer  to  the  com- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


IMgest 


plaint,  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  general  guardian  of  one  of  the 
infants  for  her  separate  share,  that 
the  other  infants  were  not  neoes- 
sarj  parties  to  the  suit,  and  that  a 
sepaiate  suit  might  be  brought  for 
each  shai«.  (mmemtein  a^  KM, 
ante,  24.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, the  bond  accompanying  the 
morga^  being  executed  by  a  per- 
son other  than  the  mortgagors  as 
well  as  by  the  mortgagors,  it  is 
proper  to  make  such  obligor  a 
party  to  the  action  and  to  demand 
against  all  the  obligors  adjudg- 
ment for  any  deficiency.  {Thome 
agt.  Nnobj/,  cmte,  120.) 

8b  The  objection  than  an  action  "m 
peraonoun  "  at  law  is  united  with  a 
claim  "  in  rem "  in  equity  Is  not 
well  taken  {2  R  8.,  h,  191,  eee, 
154;  Seofleld  agt  Doacher,  72  N. 
r.,  491).    (Jd,) 

Bee  Satih  06  Bank& 

PfUne  agt  Bamw^  et  oL,  awie, 
808. 

4.  Plaintiff  furnished  O.  H.  Z.  cer- 
tain lumber  which  he  purchased 
for  the  purpose  of  buildmff  fences 
and  other  structures  in  his  coal 
▼ard  on  Avenue  D,  in  the  city  of 
!New  York.  G.  H.  Z.  agreed  to 
pay  cash  for  the  lumber,  but  after 
all  the  lumber  was  furnished  and 
used  for  the  purpose  intended,  but 
before  it  was  all  paid  for,  G.  H. 
Z.  died,  intestate,  and  the  defend- 
ants, K.  W.  Z.  and  J.  D.  K.  C, 
were  appointed  administrators. 
Thereafter,  and  before  the  expira- 
tion of  thirty  days  from  the  time 
of  the  furnishing  of  the  lumber, 
the  plaintiff  filed  a  notice  of  claim 
or  mechanic's  lien,  and  thereafter 
commenced  an  action  to  foreclose 
the  same.  The  defendants  de- 
murred to  the  complaint,  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  show  a  suf- 
cient  cause  of  action,  G.  H.  Z. 
having  died  before  the  hen  was 
was' filed: 
BM,  that  the  Uen  had  attached 


before  tbe  death  of  the  owner,  and 
the  estate  subject  to  the  Uen,  and 
estate  for  yean,  passed  to  the  ad- 
ministrators of  the  owner  Mpart 
of  the  assets  of  the  intestate.  The 
administrators  are  liable  for  tiie 
deficiency,  if  any  there  should  be, 
and  the  other  defendants,  who 
purchased  the  estate  subject  to  the 
lien,  are  necessary  parties  to  the 
foreclosure.  (Brinon  agt  Zeiee, 
ante,  845.) 

5.  In  an  action  against  the  trustee 
of  a  manufacturing  company,  to 
enforce  a  personal  liability  for 
permitting  the  indebtedness  of  the 
company  to  exceed  its  capital 
stock,  all  the  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany must  be  loined.  {Andenon 
agt.  Speere,  avie,  ^1.) 

0.  In  such  an  action,  an  accounting 
will  be  necessary  to  detenniae 
who  are  creditors  of  the  compaoT 
and  the  ratable  manner  in  w  nl(» 
the  excess  should  be  distributed 
among  them.    {Id."* 

7.  Under  section  452  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  a  person  inter- 
ested in  the  subject  of  an  action, 
or  in  the  real  property  the  title  to 
which  ii  sought  to  be  affected 
thereby,  at  the  time  of  the  filing 
of  the  fis  pendens  therein,  has  an 
absolute  right  to  be  made  a  party 
thereto,  if  ne  elect  so  to  do;  but 
whether  or  not  one  acquiring  sudi 
an  interest  after  the  nlijig  of  the 
Ue  pendens  ^beX\  be  allowM  so  to 
come  in  and  defend  rests  in  the 
soqnd  discretion  of  the  court 
(iftif20  agt  JSToK,  20  J7«i»,  75.) 

8.  An  order  requiring  a  party  to  an 
action  to  appear  for  examination 
before  trial,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proc«iure 
(new  Oode,  sec,  870,  et  aeq.)  must  be 
setved  personaOy  upon  him;  a 
service  on  his  attorney  is  not  sufll- 
cient  to  give  the  court  Jurisdiction 
to  punish  him  for  not  obeying  the 
order.  (Tbbo  agt  Baker,  77  jf,  T., 
68.) 
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0.  A  reoelYer  appointed  in  proceed- 
ings suppkmentary  to  execution, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  to  en- 
force the  trust  created  by  the  Re- 
Tised  Statutes  (1  JL  A.  728.  me. 
52),  in  favor  of  the  creditors  of  one 
paying  the  consideration  for  lands 
which  are  conv^ed  to  another. 
(Undenoood  agt  Suteiif,  71  Jf.  F., 
58.) 

10.  To  exclude  a  judge  from  sitting 
in  a  cause  by  reason  of  kinship, 
under  the  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (2  R  &,  275,  see.  2),  pro- 
hibiting^ him  from  sitting  in  any 
cause,  in  which  he  is  interested,  or 
in  which  he  would  be  excluded 
from  bein^  a  juror  bj  reason  of 
consanguinity  or  affinity  Id  either 
of  the  parties,"  such  kinship  must  ^ 
exist  between  him  and  some  per- 
son who  is  actually  a  party;  it  is 
not  enongh  that  he  is  related  to 
some  person  not  a  party  who  is,  or 
may  be  interested  in  the  cause. 
iln  re  D.  omd  B.  M,  (h.,7tN.  F., 
lOl.) 


I 


11.  Upon  petitions  of  the  trustees 
and  creditors  of  the  D.  and  8.  M. 
Co. ,  a  manufacturing  corporation, 
organized  in  Cayuga  county,  an 
Older  was  grantisd  m  jMsrto,  ap- 
pointing a  receiver  of  said  com- 
{Miny,  in  pursuance  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  acta  relating  to  such 
corporations  in  Herkimer  and 
Cayuga  (400.  8,  ehap^  861,  Lt^we  of 
1852,  made  a^ptgiUtMe  to  Cayuga 
county  by  chap,  179,  Laae  of  1858), 
and  on  motion  of  the  receiver  an 
order  was  granted  by  the  same 
Judge,  directinff  an  assessment 
upon  the  stocKholdersi  These 
orders  were  set  aside,  upon  the 

Sound  that  the  Judge  who  granted 
em  was  related  by  marriage 
within  the  ninth  degree  to  several 
of  the  stockholders  of  the  com- 
pany: 

JHeld,  error;  that  the  stock- 
holders were  not  parties  to  the 
proceedings.    (fiL) 

12,  As  to  property  separable  in  re- 
spect to  quanti^  and  quality  by 


weight  or  measure,  a  tenant  in 
common  noiay  demand  of  a  co-ten- 
ant, having  possession  of  the 
whole,  his  share;  and,  upon  a 
refusal  or  a  conversion  by  such 
'co-tenant,  mav  sue  in  his  own 
name  without  joining  all  the  other 
co-tenants.    (StaU  agt  WiBntr,  77 

K  r.,  158.) 

18.  Where  an  action  is  brought  by 
the  attorney-general  to  vacate  the 
charter  of  a  railroad  corporation, 
which  lias  leased  a  portion  of  its 
road  to  another  company,  the  les- 
see has  such  an  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action  and  in  the  real 
estate  to  bo  affected  by  the  Judg- 
ment as  to  entitle  it,  under  section 
452  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proce- 
dure, upon  applioation  for  that 
purpose,  to  be  made  a  party  de- 
fenaant.  (Psovie  agt.  A,  and  F. 
RR  O?.,  77  i^r.,  282.) 

14.  This  especUlly  so  when  the 
interests  of  the  lessor  are  protected 
by  stipulations  rendering  the  Judc- 
ment  innocuous  as  to  it,  thou^ 
fatal  to  the  rights  of  the  lessee,  and 
where  there  is  reason  to  suppose 
that  the  lessor  is  not  unfriendl^y  to 
such  a  Judgment    (Id,) 

15.  The  court  of  special  term  has  no 
power  to  grant  an  order  for  the 
examination  of  a  defendant  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiff 
to  make  and  serve  his  complaint 
(HMUm  agt.  Kmck,  Lffe  In%.  Oo., 
77  if.  7.,  278.) 

16.  The  ri^htto  such  an  examination 
is  puie^  a  statutory  one;  the 

.  mocie  pointed  out  by  the  statute 
must  be  followed;  and  by  the 
statute  {neto  Code,  eeee,  872,  878) 
the  application  must  be  made  to, 
and  the  order  granted  by  a  Judge, 
not  by  the  court    (/d.) 

17.  Such  an  order,  made  by  the  nc 
dal  term,  is  reviewable  here,  (id.) 

18.  In  proceedings  by  the  attorney 
general  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  of  a  life  insuranoe  com- 
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iHUiy,  pursttant  to  the  act  of  1869 
{chap,  902,  Laws  of  1869)  the  coart 
has  Jurisdiction  to  permit  parties 
interested  in  the  administration  of 
the  assets  of  the  corporation  to 
appear  and  represent  their  own 
interests,  and  to  be  made  parties 
to  all  proceedings  taken  by  or 
against  the  receiver  by  which  their 
rights  may  be  affected.  {In  re 
Atty-Oen.  agt.  N.  Am,  L.  Ins,  Co,, 

rt  N,7.,  m,) 

t%.  Persona  thus  becoming  iMrtioB  to 
the  pfooeedinn  ha^  a  ri|^  to 
appeal  from  aliofdera  made  there- 
in affecting  their  interests.    (JA,) 

80.  The  provision  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure (old  Oode,  M0.  99,  tuft.  2), 
deelaring  that  an  action  shall  be 
deemed  commeneed,  within  the 
meaninff  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, imen  the  summons  is  deliv- 
ered to  the  sheriff  or  other  oiBoer 
with  intent  that  it  shall  actually  be 
served,  applied  only  to  defendants 
who  were  parties  to  the  action  at 
the  time  of  such  delivery,  or  who 
were  made  parties  before  the 
statute  had  run  against  the  claim 
upon  which  the  action  was 
brought  (Shaid  agt.  Ooek,  78  N, 
T„  194) 

M.  Sndi  deliveiy  of  the  summons 
did  not  prevent  the  running  of  the 
statute  m  favor  of  persons  who, 
akhough  liable  upon  the  obliga- 
tion sued  upon,  were  not  nameoas 
defendants  in  the  summons;  and  it 
is  immaterial  whether  the  omission 
was  by  design  or  through  igno- 
rance, mistaKe  or   inadvertence. 

CM.) 

2SL  So,  also,  where  by  order  amend- 
ing the  summons  a  new  party  de- 
fendant was  brought  in,  the  suit 
was  only  commenoed  as  to  him 
when  thus  brought  in;  and  If  be- 
tween the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  as  to  the  original 
Sarties,  and  the  time  when  the  new 
efendant  was  brought  in,  the 
period  of  limitation  lutd  expired, 
a  plea  of  the  statute  in  bar  of  his 
liabiUty  is  good.    (Id,) 


28.  Thewoida"par^toanactkHi," 
in  the  provision  of  the  Code  of  ^  vil 
Procedure  (nmo  Cod^  see.  870),  pro- 
viding for  the  takine  of  the  depo- 
sition ol  a  party  before  trial,  iur 
eludes  only  parties  to  the  reoord; 
that  a  person  is  a  party  in  interest 
is  not  sulScient  to  authorize  his 
examination  under  said  provision. 
(8eeUy  agt.  Clark,  78  Hf,  K,  2^.) 

9i.  Where  a  statute  imposes  a  duty 
upon  a  citlaen,  any  person  having 
a  special  interest  in  the  perform- 
ance thereof  may  sue  for  a  breach, 
causing  him  injury.  (WSfbr  Mt 
MuUsd9,  78  N,  Y.,  ttiO.) 

» 

26.  An  executory  contract  in  writr 
ing,  tot  under  seal,  executed  by 
an  agent  and  within  the  scope  of 
the  authority  of  the  latter,  may  be 
enforced  by  the  principal  although 
executed  in  the  name  of  the  agent; 
and  this  whether  he  describeshim- 
aelf  as  agent  or  not,  or  whether  the 
principal  is  known  or  unknown. 
(jVikJaif  agt  Burke,  78  N.  K,  680.) 

26.  Where,  In  a  written  lease  for  a 
year,  not  under  seal,  after  the 
name  of  the  lessor  were  the  words 
"  agents,  as  landlords:" 

Meld,  that  the  words,  as  "  land- 
lords," did  not  prevent  the  owners 
of  the  premises,  for  whose  benefit 
the  lease  was  in  fact  made,  from 
bringing  an  action  in  their  own 
name  to  recover  rent  due.    {M.) 

27.  The  provision  of  the  Oode  of  Civil 
Pixx^ure  (see,  870),  authorizing 
the  taking  off  the  deposition  * '  of  a 
partj  to  an  action, "  before  trial,  at 
the  instance  of  an  adverse  party, 
does  not  authorize  the  examination 
of  the  direclort  of  a  corporation, 
which  is  a  party.  (Boorman  aot 
At,  and  Pda.  B.  R  Co.,  76  JT. 
r.,  699.) 

98.  Korean  such  directors  be  requir- 
ed to  produce  before  tri;il,  for  the 
inspection  of  the  opposite  party, 
the  books  of  the  corporation,  or  to 

S've  him  sworn  copies  of  entries 
erein,  under  the  provision  (see. 
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806)  authorizing  the  court  to  com- 
pel such  production  or  copy  by 
a  party  to  an  action. "    (la!) 


«f 


30.  It  se&mSf  that  to  authorize  the 
production  of  books  and  papers 
under  said  provision,  it  must  be 
shown  that  they  are  in  the  posses- 
sion or  under  the  control  of  the 
person  required  to  produce  them. 

80.  When  heirs  instead  of  personal 
representatives  are  proper  parties 
to  bring  an  action  for  breach  of 
agreement  on  part  of  grantee  to 

ay  a  mortgage.    (See  Ayere  agt 

^iW,  78  M,  T,,  818.) 


PARTITION. 


^ 


1  This  court  has  jurisdiction  in  aD 
actions,  legal  or  equitable,  brought 
by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  to  re- 
cover the  estate  of  the  bankrupt, 
or  to  determine  rights  to  property 
claimed  by  bim  as  such  assignee, 
or  in  any  way  affecting  the  same, 
and  the  jurisdiction  conferred 
upon  the  ]?%deral  courts  by  section 
1  of  the  bankrupt  act  was  not  ex- 
clasive.  Nor  does  the  subsequent 
amendment  to  that  section  passed 
June  22,  1874,  affect  the  statute  in 
this  respect.  .  (Rutherford  agt. 
Hewey  et  a/.,  ante,  281.) 

3.  An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  may 
maintain  an  action  for  partition. 
(Id.) 

8.  Leave  of  the  bankruptcy  court  Is 
not  necessary  before  commencing 
the  action.    (Id.) 

4  The  two  years'  limitation  of  the 
l:»nkruptcy  act  has  no  application 
to  such  a  case  as  this.  The  suit 
is  not  to  recover  property  in  dis- 
pute or  to  which  Uiere  is  any  ad 
verse  claim,  but  it  is  brought  for 
the  purpose  of  netting  it  into  a 
situation  where  it  will  brinff  the 
largest  sum  to  the  estate.    (IcL) 

a.  Nor  does  the  discharge  of  the 


bankrupt  restore  to  him  this  prop- 
erty.   (Id.) 


PARTY  WALL. 

L  Without  an  agreement  between 
the  owners  of  property,  allowing 
them,  windows  have  no  proper 
place  in  a  party  wall.  (St.  John 
agt  Sioeeneif,  <nUe,  175.) 

8w  Whether  the  erectioa  of  fire  es- 
capes by  the  defendant  would  be 
an  improper  use  of  the  party  wall, 
guare.    (id,) 

81  Upon  disputed  facts,  and  especi- 
ally such  an  one  as  the  existence 
of  aa  agreement  as  to  the  mode 
of  use  01  a  par^  wall  for  all  time, 
the  only  evidence  thereof  being 
acts  of  parties,  the  court  will  not 
decide  on  esepeirtd affidavits.    (Id.) 


PENSION. 

1.  Although  an  attorney  is  prohib- 
ited by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  from  charging  or  taking 
more  than  ten  dculars  for  prose- 
cuting a  claim  for  a  pension,  such 
prohioition  does  not  cover  servicea 
rendered  for  the  person  claiming 
the  pension  after  the  certiflcate  for 
the  same  was  issued.  (Adeet^ 
Howe,  ante,  469.) 


PERSONAL  JUDGMENT. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  to  foreclose 
a  lien,  filed  against  a  fund  in  the 
possession  of  the  mayor,  etc.,  of 
New  York,  on  account  of  a  con- 
tract made  by  them  for  public 
work  in  said  city,  the  court  has 
power  under  the  act  of  1878  (Law 
of  1878,  chapter  815),  to  render  a 
pereoTuU  judgment  ti^nsi  the  orig- 
inal debtor  for  the  amount  due 
from  him  In  excess  of  the  amount 
for  which  a  lien  has  been  estab- 
lished. (J^fron  ag];.  Ths  Mayor, 
enUe,  456.)       . 
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a  Where  the  lien  Is  eetahUebed*  to  a 
certain  amount,  in  Buch  a.  case  a 
f&rmnaljudfmerU  can  be  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against 
the  contractor  Sfn  the  full  amount 
due  from  him.     {Id.) 


PLfiADIKOa 

1.  An  action  may  be  maiBtained  by 
a  general  guardian  in  his  own 
name  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  his 
ward.  (HimimMkin  agt  Kvtt^  ante^ 

2.  Where  the  decree  of  a  surrogate 
directed  an  admioistratrlx  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiff,  as  general  guanuan 
of  their  infants,  a  oertSun  sum 
"  for  each  of  said  InfaatB,  as  the 
distributlTe  shaxes,"  of  each  of 
Ihem: 

MM,  upon  demurrer  to  the 
complaint,  in  an  action  brought 
by  the  general  ffuardian  of  one  of 
the  infants  iai  ner  separate  share, 
that  the  other  infants  were  not 
necessary  parties  to  the  suiti  and 
that  a  separate  suit  mlffht  be 
brought  for  each  share.    (Jd.) 

8.  Where  a  public  officer  performs 
a  specific  act  in  pursuance  of  a 
statute,  it  must  be  presumed  to 
have  been  done  for  the  purposes 
of  the  act,  and  in  plcadmg  it  is 
sufficient  to  aver  the  performance 
of  the  act    (/d) 

4.  Thus,  where  a  bond  given  br  an 
administratris,  was  orderea  by 
the  surrogate  to  be  assigned  to  the 
general  guardian,  under  the  stat- 
ute, the  presumption  is  that  it 
was  directed  to  be  assigned  for 
the  purpose  of  being  prosecuted. 
{Id,) 

6.  A  discharge  in  bankruptcy  may 
be  pleaded  hv  a  simple  averment, 
that  on  the  oay  of  its  date  it  was 
ffranted  to  the  bankrupt,  setting 
forth  a  copy  thereof.  In  such  a 
oase  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  de- 
fendant to  allege  the  facts  which 
show  that  the  court  of  bankruptcy 


had  JurisdictioD  of  the  party  or  of 
the  suhlec^matter.  {vrmnwXl  et 
mL  agt  Burr,  aaUd,  03.) 

6.  AH  other  proceedings  which  are 
relied  upon  to  discharge  a  bank- 
mpt  from  his  debts  must,  when 
pleaded,  be  acoompanied  by  aver- 
ments which  show  that  the  court 
in  which  they  were  taken  had  ju- 
risdiction of  the  parties  and  of  the 
subject-matter.  Such  proceedings 
are  regarded  as  the  judgment  of 
an  inferior  court  of  special  and 
limited  jurisdiction,  or  as  a  dis- 
charge in  insolvency,  and  juris- 
diction must  be  shown  by  the 
averment  of  facts  which  conferred 
it.    {Id.) 

7.  In  an  action  againat  two  defend- 
ants a  complaint  wiU  not  be  held 

'  defective  on  a  joint  demurrer  \j 
both,  put  upon  tho  ground  that  it 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  if  it 
states  a  cause  of  action  against 
either.   {lPUk^gi.Em,aiU€,^SS^,) 

8.  Hiat  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  par- 
ties  defendant  is  not  a  ground  of 
demurrer.  The  defect  of  parties 
defendant,  for  which  a  demurrer 
may  be  interposed,  is  a  deflcieacy. 
{Id,) 

iS90  Answxr. 

9.  This  action  was  brought  upon 
certain  promissory  notes  made  by 
the  defendaut  to  the  order  ol  one 
Duryee,  for  whom  they  were  dis- 
counted by  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  answered,  alleging  that 
he  executed  the  notes  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  Duryee  and  with- 
out any  consideration,  which  fact 
was  known  to  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  when  it  discounted  the  said 
notes;  that  at  the  time  it  received 
from  Duryee,  as  collateral  to  and 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  said 
notes,  a  morteage,  which  was  then 
in  process  or  foreclosure;  and  it 
prayed  that  this  action  might  he 
stayed  during  the  pendancy  of  tlie 
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one  to  fonelofle  the  mortgage,  or 
that  the  defendant  mirht  be  sub- 
n^ated  to  the  rights  or  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  foreclosure  suit,  and 
ibr  other  relief: 

BM,  Xkax  it  iras  en^  to  strike 
out  the  answer  as  frirolous.  (Ghal- 
ham  yd9itm(U  Bank  tLgt.  ifhii^man, 
90  J3ttft>  548.) 

10.  Plaintiff's  complaint  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  he  negotiated  with 
defendant,  a  real  estate  broker,  for 
the  purchase  of  a  house;  that 
plaintiff,  upon  defendant's  repre- 
sentations that  it  was  necessary, 
in  order  to  secure  the  house, 
placed  in  defendant's  hands  two 
checks  tpr  $  1 ,  500,  which  he  agreed 
to  return  if  plaintiff ,  after  inquiry 
concerning  the  house,  concluded 
not  to  purchase ;  that  plaintiff  upon 
inquiry  did  so  conclude,  and  de- 
manded a  retum  r;f  the  checks, 
which  defendant  refused,  and 
wrongfully  converted  the  cnecks', 
&c  The  complaint  also  alleged 
certain  representations  by  defend- 
ant known  by  him  to  be  lalse,  and 
'*  that  he  made  them  for  the  wrong- 
ful and  fraudalent  purpose  of  in- 
ductng  the  plaintiff  to  part  with 
his  said  money,  and  of  converting 
wrongfully  the  same."  Plaintiff 
demanded  ludgment  "for  the 
wrong  and  injury  aforesaid,  and 
that  aefendant  be  adjudged  and 
pay  him  damara  to  Uie  amount 
of  $1,500,  with  interest"  Upon 
the  trid  no  fraud  was  proved. 
Defendant's  counsel  mov^  for  a 
dismissal  of  the  complaint  on  the 
gromid  that  the  cause  of  action 
alleffed  was  for  fraud;  the  court 
denied  the  motion,  holding  that 
the  complaint  was  on  contract: 

Held,  that  the  ruling  would  not 
be  interfered  with:  that  as  the 
complaint  stated  plainly  a  com- 

Slete  cause  of  action  on  contract, 
efendant  was  not  embarrassed  in 
his  defense,  and  the  allegations  of 
fraud  could  properly  be  disre- 
gurded;  that  m  such  case  this 
court  would  not  interfere,  except 
for  very  manifest  error,  (i^^^ 
agt.  ZdffhMons,  71 N.  T.,  96.) 


tl.  It  §mn%.  that  the  appropriate 
remedy  of  defendant  in  such  case 
is  to  move  before  trial  to  make  the 
complaint  more  deilnite  and  cer- 
tain; or  to  strike  therefrom  the 
redundant  mattor.    (Id,) 

12.  Jl  Menu,  also,  that  under  such  a 
complaint,  no  order  of  arrest  hav- 
ing been  obtained,  an  execution 
against  the  body  could  not  prop- 
erly be  issued.  To  Justify  such  an 
execution  it  must  be  clear  from 
the  ple&din^  and  judgment  that 
the  action  is  one  m  which  it  is 
authorized;  and  upon  a  motion  to 
set  it  aside  it  is  competent  to  show 
the  theory  upon  which  the  case 
was  tried  and  decided.    (Id. ) 

18.  Where  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy 
is  pleads,  the  territorial  Juris- 
diction of  the  court,  muting  the 
discharge,  to  entertain  the  pro- 
oeedings,  is  an  issuable  fact 
^^l^jXUm  agt.  LatDTence,  TJ  N.  F., 

14  PlaintiiPe  complaint  alleged;  in 
substance, that  defendant  executed 
to  it  a  lease  or  agreement  trans- 
ferring the  right  to  collect  the 
wharnge  of  one  of  its  piers,  which 
defendant  was  required  by  law  to 
maintain  for  the  public  use;  that 
plaintiff  took  the  lease  upon  the 
representation  that  substantial  re- 
pairs should  be  made  by  defend- 
ant, and  that  plaintiff  should  not 
be  required  to  make  any  save 
oidinary^  and  usual  repairs;  that 
when  the  lease  was  ihade  the  pier 
was  old  and  substantiallv  de- 
stroyed by  natural  wear  and  aecay, 
and  defects  hidden  under  the  sur- 
face of  the  water;  that  defendant 
nefflected  to  make  such  substan- 
tial repairs;  in  consequence  the 
pier  fell,  leaving  nothing  to  repair 
and  requiring  ue  erection  of  an 
entire  new  pur,  which  defendant 
refined  to  build,  and  plaintiff  was 
compelled  to  rebuild,  eto.  Plaintiff 
daimed  to  recover  the  cost  of  re- 
building and  the  damages.  By 
the  lease  it  was  provioed  that 
plaintiff  should  keep  the  pier  in 
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good  condilion  and  safe  and  proper 
repair,  and  that  all  alteraiioDS, 
improvementa  and  repairs  of  what- 
soever nature  or  kind  should  be 
made  at  its  expense,  and  should 
revert  to  defendant  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  lease: 

Held,  that  the  complaint  did  not 
set  forth  a  cause  of  action,  and  a 
demurrer  thereto  was  properly 
sustained ;  that  the  alleged  repre-. 
sentations  did  not  vary  or  add  to, 
but  were  merged  in  the  written 
agreement;  that  the  omission  to 
exercise  a  power  confeired  upon 
defendant  to  make  an  improve- 
ment was  not  a  cause  of  action; 
and,  as  the  complaint  alleged  that 
the  pier  was  entirelv  gone,  ren- 
dering the  construction  of  a  new 
pier  necessary,  the  case  was  the 
same  as  if  no  pier  had  been 
built,  and  no  duty  rested  upon  it 
to  build  one;  but  assuming  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  city,  as  to  the  pub- 
lic, to  make  repairs,  and  thus 
maintain  the  pier,  the  covenant 
in  plaintiff's  lease  requiring  it  to 
make  all  repairs  was  an  answer 
to  any  claim  on  its  part  for  a  loss 
arising  from  the  want  of  such 
repairs.  (Harff.  and  If,  F.  JBtbt 
Co,  agt  ka/^ar,  €to.,  78  if.  Z.,  1.) 

16.  A  defendant,  by  not  answering 
the  complaint,  does  not  admit  that 

Slaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
emanded  a^inst  him,  but  only 
that  he  is  entitled  to  such  relief,  as 
the  facts  properly  alleged,  author- 
ise. (ArgM  agt  PUU,  78  N, 
r.  289.) 

16.  A  defense  made  bv  way  of  new 
matter  not  constituting  a  counter- 
claim, is  deemed  controverted; 
and  plaintiff,'  without  pleading, 
may  traverse  or  avoid  it,  and  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  every 

nible  answer  to  it  the  same  as 
.  leaded;  for  that  purpose  evi- 
dence, admissible  under  the  prin- 
ciples of  either  law  or  equity, 
takes  the  place  of  pleading.  {Ar- 
thur agt  Homegtead  F.  Int,  €h,,  78 
K  F.,  482.) 


PRAcncs. 

1.  When  an  onier  is  issued  fa^  a 
Judge  having  jurfsdidion  the  per- 
son upon  wnom  it  is  served  has 
two  paths  to  pursue,  and  only  two» 
if  he  desires  to  avoid  oontempi  of 
court  He  must  either  obey  ti,  or 
procure  it  to  be  set  aside.  Sren 
if  it  be  erroneous  he  has  no  mht 
to  disregard  It  {WOcoactLgL  Mor- 
ris, ante,  282.) 

2.  Questions  which  arise  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  referee  and  in  the 
course  of  the  proceeding,  and 
which  he  has  not  authoritv  to  set- 
tle, may  very  properly  be  brought 
at  once  bexore  the  judge  who 
granted  the  order;  but  Questions 
arising  away  from  the  referee  and 
touching  the  validity  of  the  order 
itself  are  entirely  different  in  their 
nature  and  do  not  belong  to  the 
proceeding  before  the  referee,  nor 
can  they  properly  be  raised  there. 
(Id.) 

8.  On  an  appUcatioa  to  punish  a 
party  for  contempt  in  disobeying 
an  order,  to  her  directed  as  a  third 
party  in  supplementary  proceed- 
mgs,  it  is  no  excuse  that  she  ap- 
peared and  objected  that  no  legal 
service  of  the  order  had  been  made 
upon  her.  The  plaintiff  having 
proof  of  service  sufficient  on  its 
face  the  respondent  will  avoid  the 
service  only  by  the  same  applica- 
tion that  would  avoid  the  order 
itself.  She  has  no  right  to  meet 
that  proof  of  service  by  a  counter- 
affidavit  before  the  referee,  nor 
ask  that  she  be  examined  there  or 
before  the  judge  who  granted  the 
order  personally  on  t£fit  subject 
(Id,) 

4.  There  can  be  no  appeal  f^om  an 
order  of  the  marine  court  granting 
a  new  trial  without  the  stipulation 
required  by  the  set  of  1874.  Nor 
have  the  provisions  of  chapter  479 
of  the  Laws  of  18T5  abrogaitsd  or 
repealed  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1874.  ( AMpI^  OS  ftff.  Aitts  agt 
TakoU,  ante,  289.) 
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5.  The  absenoe  of  the  stipulation 
and  the  appeal  from  the  order 
assiiming  uie  appeal  was  regular 
under  the  'act  of  1879,  took  the 
case  oat  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1874  and  left  the  court  of 
common  pleas  to  the  exercise  of 
the  discretion  rested  in  that  court 
in  such  cases  bv  subdivision  9  of 
section  43  of  chapter  479  of  the 
Laws  of  1875,  and  the  exercise  of 
that  discretion  is  not  reviewable 
at  a  special  term  of  this  court  on 
the  extraordinaxy  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion.   (Jd,) 

t.  The  relator  if  aggrieved  by  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  because  of  an  v  irregularity 
of  form,  has  a  plain  remedy  by 
application  to  that  tribunal  for  the 
correction  of  the  Judsment,  this 
court  should  not  interfere  by  pro- 
hibition while  so  simple  and  essy 
a  remedy  lies  open  to  the  relator. 
{Id.) 

7.  As  there  was  no  lawful  appeal 
which   could  give  the  court  of 

'  common  pleas  Jurisdiction  under 
the  statute,  the  case  has  remained 
in  legal  contemplation  in  the  ma- 
rine court,  subject  to  the  order  of 
the  general  term  granting  a  new 
trial,  and  this  court  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  functions  of  that 
tribunal  in  this  case  by  a  writ  of 
prohibition.    (Id.) 

8.  A  special  term  caption  does  not 
alter  the  real  character  of  an  w 
parte  order,  or  deprive  an  adverse 
party  of  the  right  to  move  on  no- 
tice to  vacate  or  modify  it  {Matter 
of  Brake,  ante,  829.) 

9.  An  order  appointing  a  trustee 
and  directing  payment  to  him  .of 
moneys  under  the  provisions  of  a 
wUl,  whic^  the  court  has,  by  de- 
cree, declared  to  be  inoperative,  is 
void;  and  such  trustee  being  an 
alien  and  non-resident,  the  appli- 
cation for  such  order  was  an 
attempt  to  evade  the  provisions 
of  the  decree.    (Id,) 


10.  Where  Justification  of  sureties 
on  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals 
has  been  inadvertently  adjourned 
*'  out  of  court,"  the  appellant  has 
no  such  "fixed  right  '  to  sue  on 
the  undertaking  to  the  general 
term  as  prevents  the  court  from 
directing  the  new  bond  to  be  filed 
nuTie  pro  tune,  (ffardt  et  (U,  agt 
Seli/uUiTig,  ante,  858.) 

11.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  to 
recover  for  alleged  false  returns 
of  several  executions,  the  mere 
issuing  of  a  pVior  execution  is  no 
defense  in  itself;  nor  can  the  aher- 
iif  stultify  his  own  return  so  as  to 
Justify  under  another  executioh 
which  he  has  also  returned  unsat- 
isfied. (Johnson  Bros.  &  Co.  agt 
BmO^,  ante,  854.) 

12.  It  matters  not  how  many  execu- 
tions the  sheriff  may  have  had, 
unless  there  is  some  averment 
showing  that  they  affected  the 
plaintiizs'  execution.    (Id.) 

18.  One  Conielia  Wolf  ord  died  leav- 
ing a  will  by  which  she  devised  all 
her  properTjr  to  Sarah  A.  Schoon- 
maker,  ana  appointed  the  said 
Sarah  and  her  husband  executors 
thereof.  An  application  made  by 
the  executors  lor  the  probate  of 
the  will  was  opposed  by  the  three 
brothers  of  the  deceased,  her  only 
heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin,  on 
the  ground  that  she  was  of  un- 
BoxnSi  mind  and  incapable  of 
making  a  wilL  Upon  the  hearing 
one  of  the  brothers  was  allowed 
by  the  surrogate,  against  the  ob- 
jection and  exception  of  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  will,  to  testify  as 
to  personal  transactions  had  with 
the  deceased.  Subsequently  the 
other  brothers  were  allowed  to  give 
similar  testimony,  without  any 
specific  objection  to  it  being  made 
or  exception  to  it  taken  oy  the 
said  proponents.  (Sehoonmaker 
agt.  Wofford,  20  Hun,  166.) 

14  Upon  an  appeal  from  a  decree 
of  the  surrogate  refusing  to  admit 
the  said  will  to  probate,  held^  that 
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atction  829  of  the  Code  of  OItU 
Prooedure  forbidding  any  person 
interested  in  the  event  of  an  action 
or  speoial  prooaedifig  from  testify- 
ing in  bSs  own  iMAvf  as  to  any 
personal  transactioas  or  comnuia- 
Ictttions  with  the  deceased,  as 
against  his  executor,  or  any  per- 
son interested  through  or  under 
him,  was  appiioable  to  surrogates' 
courts,    (la) 

15.  That  although  tecfajsicaUy  the 
proponents  were  neither  executors 
of  or  legatees  under  the  will  until 
it  was  admitted  to  probate,  yet, 
as  it  was  well  executed  as  regarded 
all  legal  formalities,  they  held 
before  the  surrogate  the  position 
of  executors  and  legatees,  and 
were  protected  by  the  said  section. 

That  the  evidence  was  inadmis- 
sible under  the  said  section,  and 
that  it  should  have  been  rejected. 

16.  That  the  surrog^ate  having  ruled, 
when  the  objection  was  made  to 
the  testimony  of  the  brother  flrat 
called,  that  such  testimony  wis 
admissible,  the  proponents  were 
not  bound  to  renew  the  objection 
and  exception  each  time  that 
similar  testimony  was  given  by 
the  other  brothers.    (Jd.) 

17.  That  the  erroneous  admission  of 
the  evidence  could  not  be  disre- 
garded, as  the  court  could  not  say 
that  such  evidence  did  not  affect 
the  result  in  this  caae. 

Qftmi%  as  to  whether  the  doc- 
trine that  the  iH>pellat8  court 
might,  in  its  discretion  in  equitv 
cases,  disregard  erroni  in  the  aa- 
mission  of  eyideaee,  if  satisfied 
that  the  findings  of  fact  were  sup- 
ported by  other  and  sufficient 
proof,  has  not  been  overturned  bv 
the  deciuon  of  the  court  of  appefus 
in  FboU  flgt.  Beteker,    (Id,) 

18.  When  the  general  term  wiH  con- 
sider an  error  committed  upon  the 
trial,  to  which  an  exception  waa 
duly  taken  though  not  argued  on 
appeal,  fK)naiderea.    {M) 


la  In  1886  0M  fioweU  j^uitshased 
certain  lands  upon  wnloh  there 
were  then  two  mortgages,  one  for 
|5.500,  and  the  other  to  |l,W). 
The  pajxaent  of  the  first  jD^ortgage 
waa  assumed  b^  Howell  in  his 
deed,  but  no  re&rence  was  jnade 
therein  to  the  second.  In  1857 
the  second  mortgage  was  fore- 
closed, the  summona  being  served 
on  Howell  by  publication.  Upon 
the  sale  the  owner  of  the  second 
mortgage  purchased  and  took  poe- 
aession  of  the  land,  paid  taxes, 
and  subsequently  satisfied  the  first 
mortgage.  Thereafter  the  prem- 
ises were  conveyed  to  various 
persons,  and  inaUy  by  a  deed, 
with  oovenanis  Of  warrant,  etc., 
to  the  defendant  Okra  B.  Leavitt, 
a  married  wonum,  who  bought 
th«n  sutjeqt  to  a  $15,000  mort- 
gage gtven  by  one  of  her  grantors, 
of  wt^oh  she  ansnmed  iht  pay- 
ment 

It  appeared  thait  Hoiwetl  waa 
dead  at  the  time  it  was  attempted 
to  serve  the  summons  on  him  by 
pvMioalioiL  la  Ii(0Nrember,1878. 
the  heirs  of  Howell  hroiigfit  an 
action  of  ejectmient  against  the 
defendant  Leavitt^  and  reooveied 
a  lodgBient  therein  by  default 

In  this  action  commeooad  in 
De«embOT,  1878,  to  foieolose  the 
f  15,000  mfOitgiiyge  ai|d  hold  the 
said  Clara  B.  Leanritt  liabte  for 
anv  deteienev,  she  denied  her 
liability  therefor,  on  the  ground 
that  as  no  title  passed  to  her  from 
her  grantor,  there  was  no  con- 
sideration for  her  covenant  to  as- 
sume the  mortgage: 

BM,  that  she  waa  in  possession 
of  the  premises  as  a  mortgagee  in 
possession.  That  being  ao  la  pos- 
session, the  heirs  of  the  mortgagor 
oould  not  maintain  ejectment 
against  her.  That  the  evidence 
as  to  the  action  of  ejectment  was 
to  be  entirely  disre^rded  in  the 
present  action.  (Dunmng  agt 
JVghgr,  90  Hun,  17a) 

20.  That  her  right  to  sue  on  the 
covenants  of  titles  contained  in 
the  deed  from  her  grantor,  was 
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cufflcieiit  to  Qpbold  her  ooFcaant 
to  pay  the  mortgage.    (fiL) 

21.  In  «B  ectlon  for  the  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  the  plaintiff  made 
the  tmknowB  de^iaeee,  under  a 
supposed  will  of  the  deceased 
mortgagor,  parties  defendant^  and 
applied  for  an  order  directing  the 
seryioe  of  the  summons  upon  them 
hy  publication.  The  plaiatifrs 
affidiiTit  showed  that  he  had  been 
unable  to  ascertain  whether  the 
mortgagor  devised  the  premises 
hy  any  last  will,  for  whicn  reason 
the  devisees  under  such  will,  if 
any,  were  unknown  to  the  plaintifF, 
and  were  made  parties  defendant. 
The  order,  after  referring  to  the 
afiidavit  and  directing  the  service 
of  the  sunmions  by  publication, 
proceeded,  '*and  it  satisfactorily 
appearing  to  me  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot,  with  reascmable  diligence, 
ascertain  a  place  or  places  where 
the  def  endsoits  *  *  *  would 
probably  receive  matter  trans- 
mitted through  the  post-office,  the 
deposit  of  anv  papers  therein, 
directed  to  said,  defendants,  is  dis- 
pensed with:'* 

BM,  that  the  order  was  suiB- 
clent,  and  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary that  the  order  should  state 
that  it  satiBfactorUy  appeared  to 
the  justice  "bv  the  affidavits  on 
wliich  the  order  was  granted," 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  ascer- 
tain the  residence  of  the  unknown 
devisees.  {Oredns  agt.  Sjuw^,  20 
Mun,  15.) 

22.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  order  direct- 
ing the  publication  designated  by 
name  two  papers  In  which  the 
publications  shall  be  made;  it  is 
not  necessary  thiat  the  order  ^ould 
state  that  those  so  designated  are 
most  likely  to  give  notice  to  the 
defendants,    (io.) 

23.  April  80,  1878,  the  plaintiff  pur- 
chased from  the  defendant,  at  6t 
Louis,  a  ticket  for  Dennison,TezasL 
He  had  with  him  a  valise  contain- 
ing wearing  apparel  aftd  a  box  or 
trunk  oontainij^:  merchaadise. 


Upou  applying  for  checks  he 
informed  tue  defendant's  a^nt 
that  the  trunk  contained  articles 
other  than  his  baggage,  and  was 
required  to,  and  did,  pay  extra 
eompensation  for  the  transporta- 
tion thereof  by  the  defendant. 
The  valise  and  trunk  having  been 
burned  the  plaintiff  brought  an 
action  to  recover  for  the  loss  of 
the  contents  thereof,  describing 
the  articles  as  baggage.  Upon  the 
trial  upon  the  demand  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  court  refused  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  for  the  loss 
of  the  articles  of  merchandise,  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  not  in- 
cluded in  the  word  "baggag6/' 
used  in  the  complaint.  The  plain- 
tiff having  recovered  in  that  action 
for  the  loss  of  his  baggage, brought 
this  action  to  recover  for  the  arti- 
desof  merchandise: 

Meld,  that  his  right  to  recover 
for  the  loss  of  his  merchandise  was 
not  litigated  in  the  former  action, 
and  that  the  judgment  therein 
was  not  a  bar  to  the  prosecution 
of  this  action.  (MiUard  agt.  ifw- 
90writ  KaTisMund  Tbxos  R  R  Oo.-, 
20  Bun,  191.) 

24  That  the  contract  to  carry  the 
bi^gaffe  was  distinct  and  separate 
from  uie  contract  for  the  curiage 
of  the  merchandise.    (Id.) 

26.  Between  April  25,  1870,  and 
December  12, 1871,  the  Transcript 
Association,  under  proper  employ- 
ment, did  printing  for  the  countv 
of  New  York,  reasonably  worth 
the  sum  of  $30,956.85,  ana,  under 
like  employment,  between  May  1, 
1871,  and  January  1,  1872,  did 
printing  for  the  city  of  New  York 
which  was  reasonably  worth  the 
sum  of  $18,605.40.  The  claims 
were  assigned  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
January,  1872. 

In  this  action,  brought  against 
the  city  of  New  York  to  recover 
the  said  amounts,  the  city  inter- 
posed a  setoff,  founded  on  the 
fact  that  in  the  year  18C0,  and  in 
January,  1870,  the  said  association 
received    from    the    city    sums 
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amounting  in  the  aggregate'  to 
|1 17,419.  S^  for  arrearages  for  ad- 
TertiBing  for  the  city  government, 
and  for  a  claim  for  advertislnff 
for  the  common  council,  as  af 
Justed  by  the  comptroller  under 
chapter  858  of  1868,  and  that  in 
said  amount  there  was  a  gross 
overcharge  which  had  been  fraud- 
ulently presented,  passed  upon 
and  obtamed : 

Held,thAt  the  set-off  was  a  proper 
one,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  interpose  it  as  against 
the  plaintiffs  claiming  as  assignees 
of  the  said  association,  {ivylor 
agt  Maifor,  30  Eun,  392.) 

36.  That  chapter  804  of  1874,  impos- 
ing upon  the  city  of  New  York 
the  payment  of  county  char^, 
transferred  to  the  city  all  existmg 
equities,  set-offs  and  defenses  that 
could  be  interposed  to  such 
charges  either  by  the  city  or 
county  at  the  time  it  was  passed. 

97.  The  failure  to  present  a  claim 
to  the  comptroller  of  New  York 
city  before  suit  thereon  affects  the 
remedy  only;  such  presentation 
does  not  in  any  way  determine  the 
existence  of,  or  create  the  debt. 
{Id.) 

28.  In  this  action,  brous-ht  upon  a 
promissory  note,  the  defenses  were 
that  the  note  was  void  for  usury, 
and  also  that  it  had  been  super- 
seded by  reason  of  its  being  in- 
cluded in  a  new  note  given  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  which 
was  still  outstandm^.  The  jury 
having  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  the  plaintiff  moved 
to  set  it  aside,  claiming  that  even 
if  the  note  was  void  for  usury  he 
was  entitled  to  recover  upon  the 
original  valid  indebtedness  for 
which  it  was  given,  and  tfaiit  as 
the  renewal  note  was  usurious  and 
void  the  fact  that  it  was  outstand- 
ingwas  no  defense  to  the  action: 
Meld,  that  the  action  having  been 
broueht  upon  the  note  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  upon  the  original 


valid  debt  without  setting  tlie  same 
forth  and  claiming  to  reeorrer 
thereon  in  his  pleadings,  \fiaams 
agt  FhSwMff,  20  Hwn,  15&) 

.  The  plaintiff,  as  the  administra- 
tor with  the  will  annexetl  of  one 
Adaline  Brooks,  deceased,  brought 
this  action  to  compel  the  speoffc 
p^ormanoe  of  a  contract  made 
by  the  deceased,  in  her  life-time, 
for  the  sale  of  certain  land  owned 
by  her  to  certain  of  the  defendants 
herein.  The  vendees  had  made 
all  the  pa3rments  that  could  be  le- 
quired,  except  that  which  was  to 
be  made  on  the  delivery  of  the 
deed,  which  the  heirs  refused  to 
execute.  The  heiis  and  the  ven- 
dees were  all  made  defendants  to 
this  action:  , 

BM,  that  the  action  could  be 
maintained,  and  that  as  the  heirs 
refused  to  execute  a  deed  the 
plaintiff  was  not  oblimi  to  tedder 
one  to  the  vendees  before  the  com- 
mencement thereof.  (YTAseitfragt 
(>vt&y,  20  Hulk,  140.) 


80.  Upon  a  hearing  before  a  referee, 
appointed  to  report  as  to  the  dis- 
tribution of  surplus  moneys  aris- 
ing upon  a  sale,  under  a  decree 
in  foreclosure,  a  claimant  pro- 
duced a  mortgage  concededly  the 
first  lien  thereon,  but  which  con- 
tained a  clause  apparently  reserv- 
ing a  life  estate  in  the  premises  in 
favor  of  the  mortgagor,  by  virtue 
of  which  the  Ju(!^^ent  creditors 
of  the  mortgagor  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  have  the  value  of  such 
life  estate  first  set  apart  from  such 
surplus  and  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  their  debta  The  referee, 
against  the  objection  and  excep- 
tion of  the  said  judgment  creditors, 
allowed  the  owner  of  the  mortgage 
to  prove  that  such  clause  had  been 
inserted  by  mistake,  and  having 
found  that  such  was  the  fact  he 
held  that  the  mortgage  was  entitled 
to  priority  over  the  subsequent 
judgments: 

Mdd,  that  the  referee  had  power 
to  inquire  and  detennine  wnetber 
or  not  the  dause  was  inserted  in 


NEW  YORK  PRAOnCB  RBPOBT& 


•17 


Digest. 


'  the  mortgt^  by  misteke,  ftnd  that 
having  found  it  was  so  inserted 
he  properiy  eave  the  mortgage 
priority  over  the  suboequent  Judg- 
ments. {Tator  agt  Adams,  20 
Bun,  181.) 

31.  After  the  serrioe  of  an  amended 
complaint  herein,  and  before  the 
service  of  an  amended  answer, 
the  defendant  applied  for  an  order 
leouiring  the  plaintiff  to  vpoeax 
ana  be  ezaminMl  before  trial.  The 
defendant's  affidavit  set  out  at 
length  the  nature  of  the  action, 
the  relief  sought  and  the  various 
matters  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
and  alleged  that  the  deponent  was 
advised  and  believed  that  it  was 
material  and  necessary,  in  the 
preparation  of  his  answer  that  he 
'  should  be  permitted  to  examine 
the  plaintiff  as  to  the  allegations 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  The 
affidavit  then  set  forth  the  allega- 
tions as  to  which  the  plaintiff  was 
to  be  examined,  but  mentioned  no 
facts  tending  to  show  such  exam- 
ination to  be  necessary  or  material, 
nor  did  it  set  forth  the  nature  of 
the  defense  to  be  interposed. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  appear 
and  be  examined,  held,  that  the 
affidavit  was  defective  in  not  set- 
ting forth  the  nature  of  the  defense 
to  be  interposed.  (BoiwiBon  agt. 
Hussea,  20  Bun,  24a) 

82.  That  it  was  also  defective  in  not 
setting  forth  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances showing  an  examination 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  material  and 
necessary.    (Id,) 


In  an  action  on  contract,  the 
defendant  was  arrested  under  an 
order  of  arrest,  granted  upon 
grounds  extrinsic  to  the  causes  of 
action,  and  confined  in.the  county 
Jail.  Bubsequentlv  he  was  taken 
and  held  by  the  sheriff  under  an 
execution  against  his  person, 
issued  upon  a  ludgment  entered 
in  the  action  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, which  Judgment  was  affirmed 
by  the  general  term  but  was  re- 


versed by  the  court  of  ai^>ea]s,  by 
which  latter  court  a  new  trial  was 
granted  because  of  errors  com- 
mitted on  the  trial: 

BM,  that  the  reversal  of  the 
Judgment  by  the  court  of  ai^[)eals 
only  operated  to  restore  the  parties 
to  the  same  position  in  which  they 
were  before  any  trial  had  been 
had,  and  did  not  supersede  the 
order  of  arrest,  or  authorize  the 
discharge  of  the  defendant  from 
confinement  {People  ex  r6l,Bobert8 
tigL  Bowe,  20  Hun,  86.) 

84.  The  court  will  only  restrain  the 
dispossession  of  a  tenant,  under  a 
warrant  in  summary  proceedings, 
in  cases  of  fraud,  surprise  or  un- 
due advantage  in  the  actual  con- 
duct of  the  proceedings.  {Arm- 
strong  agt  Oumwmge,  20  Hwn, 
818.) 

85.  The  court  will  take  judicial 
notice  that  premises  described  by 
the  street  on  which  they  are  situ- 
ated are  within  a  certain  judicial 
district  where  the  entire  street  is 
within  the  statutory  boundaries  of 
such  district    {Id,) 

86.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  authorizing  the  dispos- 
session of  a  tenant  by  summary 
proceedings,  for  non-payment  of 
rent,  are  ap^cable  to  a  lessee  of 
a  fumished  house  at  a  gross  rent; 
the  furniture  in  such  a  case  is  but 
an  incid^it,  and  the  rent  issues 
out  of  the  land  only.    (Id.) 

87.  October  22,  1878,  the  plaintiff 
recovered  a  Judgment  against  the 
defendant,  which  was  docketed 
in  Westchester  county  at  ten  a.  h. 
the  following  morning.  At  the 
time  of  docketing  the  Judgment 
the  defendant  was  seized  in  fee, 
as  a  tenant  in  common,  of  certain 
land  in  said  countv;  at  four  p.  m. 
of  that  day  a  deed  was  placed  on 
record,  dated  and  purporting  to 
have  been  executea  in  August, 
1872,  conveying  the  defendant's 
interest  therein  to  his  brother. 
Subsequently  the  plaintiff  brought 
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im  aetion  to  have  th*  eaid  eon«f«egr- 

ance  iet  aside  as  fraudulent. 
Thereafter,  and  while  (he  said 
action  was  pendiag,  the  defendant 
haying  procared  a  discharge  in 
baakraptcy,  moved,  imder  section 
1268  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, to  have  the  aaid  Judgment 
canceled: 

iMd,  that  the  Judjpnent  should 
be  allowed  to  stand  so  far  as  was 
neeessaiy  for  the  purpoee  of  en- 
abling the  plainiiiSr  to  enforce  any 
lien  created  by  it  upon  any  real 
estate  owned  by  the  defendant  at 
the  time  it  was  docketed.  (Popkam 
agt  BarreUo,  ^  ffun,  299.) 

88.  In  this  action,  brought  acainst  a 
domestte  oorpomtion,  which  had 
a|q)eared  by  an  attorney  and 
nerved  an  answer,  an  order  re- 
quiring it  to  allow  the  plaintifl  to 
inspect  its  books,  or  show  cause 
at  a  time  and  place  therein  sped- 
ied,  was  made  and  also  served 
upon  its  attorney. 

The  order  having  been  made 
absolute  on  the  return  day  against 
the  opposition  of  the  defendant, 
a  copy  thereof  waa  served  on 
its  attorney.  Upon  proof  of  such 
service,  and  of  the  defendant's  re- 
fusal to  obey  the  order,  an  order 
to  show  caus^  why  the  defendant's 
answer  should  not  be  stricken  out 
was  made  and  also  served  upon 
the  said  attorney. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
striking  out  the  answer,  hM,  that 
under  section  799  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  the  orders  to 
to  show  cause  were  properhp^ 
served  upon  the  defendant's  attor- 
ney, and  that  it  was  not  necessaxv 
to  serve  them  upon  any  of  its  offi- 
cers. {Bimn&r  agt  Nm  York 
Mumum  AuocuUi&n,  90  Hut^  182.) 

d9.  ICarch  I,  1867.  the  Marine  Bank 
of  Chicago  recovered  a  Judgment, 
in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state, 
acainst  T.  Van  Brunt,  of  the  city 
of  New  Yoik,  who  died  December 
29,  1867.  Thereafter  an  action 
was  commenced  in  this  state  by 
oae  Hammond  against  the  said 


Marine  Basic.  In  which  an  attach- 
ment was  issued  on  June  20^  1869, 
under  which  the  said  Judgment 
was  attempted  to  be  levied  on,  by 
serving  a  certified  copy  of  tm 
warrant  upon  one  of  the  attorneys 
who  represented  the  said  Van 
Brant  in  the  action  tomght  against 
him  by  the  said  bank.  No  copy 
of  the  attachment  was  served 
upon  anyof  the  lecal  representa- 
tives ol  van  Brunt  s  estate: 

UM,  that  Uie  attorney  was  not 
"  an  individual  holding  the  said 
Judgment,  wiUun  the  meaning  of 
seoUon  285  of  the  old  Code;  that 
it  could  only  be  attached  by  serv- 
ice UDoa  the  debtor,  as  therein 
provioed,  and  that  as  no  such 
service  was  made  the  said  Judg- 
ment was  never  legally  attached. 
(M«ttmr  i^  FkMOraw,  20  Huu,  a6.) 

40.  Where  foods,  wares  and  mer- 
chandise nave  been  seized  under 
an  attachment,  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  prevent  a  person  who  has  ac- 
quired a  lien  thereon  after  the 
attachment,  from  moving  to  vacate 
or  modify  t^e  warrant  under  sec- 
tion 682  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, that  a  levy  has  been  made 
upon  the  said  goods,  wares  and 
merchandise,  under  an  execution 
issued  on  a  judgment  recovered 
in  the  action  m  which  the  attach- 
ment was  issued,  unless  the  said 
goods  have  been  actually  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  arising  therefrom 
have  been  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  said  "judgment  {Wood- 
mukmeB  agt.  Ager;  20  Hun,  285.) 

41.  This  action  was  broQght  lo  re- 
cover rent  due  on  a  lease  executed 
by  one  Gibson  against  the  defend- 
ant, as  executrix  of  the  last  will 
and  teatament  of  the  said  Gibson. 
The  defendant  was  appointed  such 
executrix  by  the  surrogate  of 
Monmouth  county,  in  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,  and,  as  such  execu- 
trix, had  taken  possession  of  the 

S remises  so   (eased   to   the  said 
l-ibsoni 

MM,  that  the  courts  of  tius  state 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action 
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at  law  itgaiDst  a  foreign  executrix, 
and  that  the  action  eould  not  be 
miintalnffd  (FiekL  agt  dibsan, 
20  Sun,  274.) 

42.  Qu€Bre,  as  to  whether  if  the  com- 
plaint had  contained  appropriate 
aTennentB,  the  action  could  have 
been  maintained  ae  one  in  equity 
for  an  accounting.    {Id,) 

48.  Under  section  452  of  tiie  Code 
of  Civil  Ehiw^edure  a  person  inter- 
ested in  the  subjeot  of  an  action, 
or  in  the  real  property  the  title  to 
wldch  is  souglit  to  be  affected 
thereby,  at  the  time  of  Uie  filing 
of  the  Hi  pendem  therein,  has  an 
al>Bolnte  right  to  be  made  a  party 
thereto,  if  ne  elect  so  to  do;  but 
whether  or  not  one  acquiring  such 
an  interest  after  the  nling  of  the 
fif  psndBM  shall  be  allowMl  so  to 
come  in  and  defend  reets  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  court. 
(EcvrU  agt.  HaH,  20  Hun,  75.) 

44.  Where  a  judgment  creditor  was 
entitled,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
to  institute  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings against  Ids  debtor,  the 
right  conferred  by  section  288  of 
the  Code  upon  his  personal  repre- 
sentative to  institute  and  enforce 
such  proceedinffs  was  not  taken 
from  them  by  the  subsequent  re- 

ral  of  said  section  by  subdivision 
of  section  1  of  chapter  417  of 
the  Laws  of  1877,  but  such  right 
was  preserved  and  continued  in 
full  force  by  the  qualification  of 
such  repeal  contained  in  section  3 
of  the  said  act  {Bfktdse  agt  TiUon, 
20  Hwh,  76.) 

45.  Under  sections  549, 550, 557  and 
558  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
as  amended  by  chapter  542  of 
1879,  in  order  to  subject  a  defend- 
ant in  an  action  upon  contract, 
express  or  implied,  to  arrest  for 
fraud  in  contracting  or  incurring 
the  liability  sought  to  be  enforcea, 
the  facts  showing  such  fraud  on 
his  part,  must  he  all^^  in  the 
complaint  (Hkht  agt.  Levy,  20 
Ai%58.) 


48*  The  validity  of  an  order  of  ar- 
rest is  to  be  determined  by  the 
law  existing  at  the  time  oi  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant  thereunder, 
and  not  by  that  existing  at  the 
time  the  order  was  issued.    {Id.) 

47.  Where  sumnary  proceedings  are 
instituted  in  one  of  the  district 
courts  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
to  dispossess  a  tenant  for  non-pay- 
ment of  rent,  it  is  not  necessaiy 
to  state  in  the  summons  that  the 
premises  are  situate  within  the 
judicial  district  in  which  the  said 
proceeding  are  instituted.  (F^opls. 
Mra,J)u3tardi9ati,KtUify9QHun^ 
649.) 

48.  Atffaourii  where  the  premises 
are  described  in  the  landlord's 
affidavit  as  sHualed  on  a  certain 
street,  which  said  street  Kee  wholly 
within  the  statutory  boundaries  of 
one  of  the  judicial  districts  of  the 
dty  of  New  York,  the  court  will 
take  Judicial  ndjce  of  the  fact 
that  such  premises  are  situated 
within  such  district;  yet  where 
they  are  described  by  the  street 
and.  number,  and  such  street  ex- 
tends through  two  or  more  Judi- 
cial districts,  the  court  will  not, 
from  the  number  of  the  house, 
determine  its  position  upon  the 
said  street,  and  will  not,  therefore, 
take  Judicial  cognieance  of  the 
Judicial  district  within  which  it  is 
situated.    {M.) 

49.  How  far  a  party  is  bound  by  an 
implied  concession  of  the  existence 
of  a  fact    {Id,) 

50.  The  plaintiff,  on  commencing 
an  action  in  a  Juatioe's  court,  pro- 
cured a  short  summons  f^mst 
the  defendant,  a  non-resident, 
on  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  ao* 
tion  was  on  a  contract.  Before 
the  return  day  the  parties  appeared 
and  the  plaintiff  aedared  on  con- 
tract for  cattle  sold,  and  the  de- 
fendant denied  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint    The  case  was  ad- 

.    Journed,  and  on  the  adjourned  day 
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the  defendant  did  not  appear.  The 
plaintiff  then  amended  the  com- 
plaint, declared  in  tort  for  the 
convereion  of  the  cattle,  recovered 
a  judgment,  filed  and  docketed  a 
transcript  thereof,  and  issued 
thereon  an  execution  against  the 
person  of  the  defendant: 

Held fihAt  the  amendment  should 
not  have  been  allowed,  and  that 
the  execution  was  properly  va- 
cated and  set  aside  bv  the  coonty 
court,  on  motion.  (OHmoreti^ 
Bamett,  20  Hnai,  614.) 

51.  Where  an  ezecttti<Mi  issued 
against  the  person  of  a  judgment 
debtor  fails  to  require  the  sheriff 
to  return  it  to  the  proper  clerk 
within  sixty  days  from  its  receipt, 
the  execution  is  not  thereby  ren- 
dered void,  and  an  order  allowing 
the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  same  by 
inserting  such  a  direction  should 
be  granted  as  a  matter  of  course. 
ifiMediet  and  Bumkam  JUff^,  Oo, 
agt.  Thayer,  20Jlun,  M7.) 

53.  The  remedy  of  a  deliendant  held 
by  the  sheriff  under  an  execution 
from  which  such  direction  is 
omitted  is  by  a  special  motion, 
and  not  by  an  application  for  a 
discharge  under  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus.    (Id.) 

58.  This  action  was  brought  upon 
certain  promissory  notes  made  by 
the  defendant  to  the  order  of  one 
Duryea,  for  whom  they  were  dis- 
counted by  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  answered,  alleging  that 
he  executed  the  notes  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  Duryea  and  with- 
out any  consideration,  which  fact 
was  known  to  the  plaintiff  at  tlie 
time  when  it  discounted  the  said 
notes  ^hat  at  that  time  it  received 
from  Duryea,  as  collateral  to  and 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  said 
notes,  a  mortraffe,  which  was  then 
in  process  of  n)recl08ure;  and  it 
prayed  that  this  action  might  be 
stayed  during  the  pendency  of  the 
one  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  or 
that  the  defendant  might  be  sub- 
rogated to  the  rights  of  the  plain- 


tiff in  the  foreclosure  suit,  and  for 
other  relief: 

Held,  that  it  was  error  to  strike 
out  the  answer  as  frivolous.  (OSAa^ 
ham  IfdUoruU  Bank  agt.  Shspman, 
20  Hun,  548.) 

54.  Section  757  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  as  amended  by  chap- 
ter 512  of  1879,  providing  that 
"  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  sole 
plaintiff  or  a  sole  defendant,  if 
the  cause  of  action  survives  or 
continues,  the  court  must,  upon  a 
motion,  allow  or  compel  the  action 
to  be  continued  by  or  agahwt  his 
representatives  or  successors  in 
interest,*'  is  only  applicable  tathe 
case  where  there  is  a  sole  plaintiff 
or  sole  defendant  {(Mt  agt 
OempbeU,  20  Hun,  50.) 

55.  The  words  "sole  defendant" 
cannot  be  construed  as  meaning 
"  all  defendants.*'    {Id.) 

56.  Quare,  as  to  how  far  the  court 
is  bound  under  said  section,  as  so 
amended,  to  allow  a  continuance 
of  the  action  in  all  cases,  no  mat- 
ter how  great  the  laches  of  which 
the  applicant  has   been  guilty. 

(ia.) 

57.  A  Judgment  creditor  is  not  per- 
mitted to  harrass  his  debtor  by 
successive  examinations  in  sup- 
plementary proceedings;  after  he 
nas  once  fully  examined  him,  a 
second  order  will  not  be  granted, 
unless  some  good  reason  be  given 
therefor,  even  though  the  second 
application  be  founded  upon  an- 
otfior  judgment  held  by  the  same 
creditor  against  the  same  debtor. 
{Ckinaean  agt  Me  Andrew,  20  Hun, 
40.) 

58.  Under  section  870  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  examine  the  defendant 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  facts 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  frame 
his  complaint.  {Brisbane  agt 
Brisbane,  20  Hun,  48.) 

59.  Upon  an  application  for  an  order 
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reqaiiing  the  defendant  to  appear 
and  be  examined,  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  obtain  facts  necessary 
.  to  enable  him  to  frame  his  com- 
plaint, the  affidavit  need  not  state 
that  the  plaintiff  intends  to  use 
the  deposition  upon  the  trial  of 
the  action.    {Id.) 

60.  Up<Mai  a  trial  in  a  justices'  court, 
the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment 
of  twenty-five  dollars  and  forty- 
eight  cents  damages  and  seven 
douars  costs,  in  all  thirty-two  dol- 
lars and  forty-eiffht  cents.  Upon 
an  appeal  taken  by  the  defendant, 
under  section  871  of  the  Code,  the 
county  court  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment as  to  eighteen  dollars  dam- 
ages and  seven  dollars  oosts,  in  all 
twenty-five  dollars,  and  reversed 
it  as  to  the  residue: 

MM,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  the  costs  of  the  appeal 
{Chapin  agt.  Sk6ei9,  20  Hun,  448 ) 

01.  The  plaintiff  brought  this  action 
claiming  to  recover  as  the  assignee 
of  one  Fisk  upon  certain  written 
contracts  made  by  and  between 
the  defendant  and  said  Fisk.  The 
defendant,  claiming  that  the  said 
contracts  were  forgeries,  applied 
for  an  order  requiring  the  plaintiff 
to  deposit  them  with  the  court,  in 
order  that  he  mifht  insfiect  them. 
The  plaintiff,  in  his  opposing  affi- 
davit, said  "  that  he  has  not  now, 
nor  has  he  had  ever  in  his  poases- 
sion  or  under  his  control,  any  of 
the  above-named  contracts : " 

JffOd,  That  his  bare  denial  of  the 
possession  of  the  contracts  upon 
which  he  had  sued,  without  any 
explanation  or  further  statement 
of  the  facts,  was  not  sufficient  to 
require  the  court  to  deny  the  ap- 
plication. {Hepburn  agt.  Areh&r, 
30  Hun,  685.) 

02.  A  motion  by  a  judgment-debtor 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  on  the 
eround  that  he  was,  at  the  time  of 
Its  entry,  an  infant,  and  that  no 
guardian  ad  litem  had  been  ap- 
pointed for  him,  is  not  based  upon 
a  mere   irregularity,    but   upon 


an  error  in  fact,  and  it  is,  there- 
fore, unnecessarv  to  specify  the 
error  in  the  notice  of  motion,  as 
required  bv  Rule  87  in  thoseoasea 
in  which  the  motion  is  based  upon 
an  irregularity.  {Psck  agt.  Oker, 
SOjBt^n,  584.) 

68.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  on  an  indictment  charging 
him  with  being  an  accessorv  to 
the  crime  of  forgery,  the  pnnci- 
pal  was  called  as  a  witness,  and 
on  his  examination  it  appeared 
that  he  had  never  been  convicted. 
He  was  then  allowed  by  the  court 
to  be  arraigned  upon  the  indict- 
ment against  him,  and  plead  guilty 
thereto,  after  which  the  record  or 
his  conviction  was  produced  by 
the  People  and  offered  and  re- 
ceived in  evidence: 

HM,  no  error.    {Jones  agt  Boa- 
pie,  80  Hun,  545.) 

64.  Where  a  plaintiff  has,  without 
first  obtaining  leave  from  the 
court,  brought  an  action  at  law  to 
recover  a  deficiency  arising  on  the 
sale  of  certain  premises  under  a 
decree  of  foreclosure  entered  in  a 
former  action,  the  court  may, 
upon  his  application,  and  upon 
such  terms  as  are  just,  grant  him 
leave  **  to  bring  and  continue " 
the  action  without  prejudice  to  the 
proceedings  already  had.  {Earie 
agt.  DMnd,  20  Hun,  527.) 

60.  Where  after  issue  has  been  joined 
in  an  action  and  the  same  has  been 

•  le^larly  noticed  for  trial  at  a  cir- 
cuit, by  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff in  good  faith  and  within  the 
time  fdlowed  bv  law  serve  an 
amended  complaint,  the  issue 
theretofore  joined  and  noticed  for 
trial  is  destroyed,  and  the  action 
cannot  be  tried  until  new  issues 
have  been  joined  and  regularly 
noticed  for  trial.  {Oetrander  agt 
Ckmkeif,  20  Hun,  421.) 

66.  When  the  amended  pleading  is 
served  in  bad  faith,  the  remedy  of 
the  party  aggrieved  is  by  motion 
to  strike  it  out    (Id.) 
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67.  The  fact  that  an  order  of  arrest 
has  been  Taeated,  on  the  eroand 
ttaftt  the  affidavit  upoA  which  it 
was  granted  failed  to  establish 
any  fraudi&Ient  intent  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  does  not  prevent 
the  court  from  jaunting  a  second 
order  of  arrest  m  the  same  action 
upon  further  facts,  if  satisfied  that 
the  application  for  such  second 
order  is  not  vexatious.  {M&ue» 
agt  Saudnii^  20  Suii,  343.) 

68.  A  writ  of  eertiinxuri  will  not  lie 
to  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
New  York  to  correct  alleged  erron 
of  the  board  of  assessors,  or  of  the 
board  of  revision  and  correction, 
of  assessments  therein.  (Paapie 
«B  rd,  Bobbiiu  agt.  Mayor,  20  JSun, 
78.) 

6a  llie  writ  must  be  directed  to 
the  board  having  the  matter  in 
charge  at  the  time  it  issues  from 
the  court    {JiL) 

TCLr  Where,  in  an  action  for  assault 
and  battery,  committed  in  re> 
moving  a  trespasser  from  the  de- 
fendant's premises,  a  recovery  is 
allowed  for  an  excess  of  force  used 
in  edOFectiag  such  removal,  the  junr 
may,  if  they  find  the  d^endant's 
acts  to  have  been  wanton  and 
malicious,  award  punitive  dam* 
ages.  (£Xff9LgLToununu^2QHunt 

TL  A  verdict  in  as  action  for  aon 
assault  and  battery  will  not  be  set 
aside  on  the  ground  that  the  dam* 
ages  are  excessive,  unless  it  ap- 
pears to  be  the  result  of  prejudice 
or  passion  on  the  part  of  the  Jury. 
{Id.) 

72.  A  eerti&r&ri,  to  review  sunuuary 
prooeedings  for  a  forctUe  entry 
and  detainer,  may  be  issued  after 
the  d^endant  has  traversed  the 
inquisition,  and  before  the  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  said  traverse 
have  been  completed.  {BsapU  ex 
Td.  Piereetkgt,  (kwOU,  26  Mwt,  460.) 

78.  Chapter]96  of  the  United  Btetes 


Laws  of  1867,  providii^  for  the 
removal  of  causes  into- the  United 
States  circuit  courts,  was  not  re- 
pealed by  chapter  137  of  the  Laws 
of  1875.  {W&khcm^j^Widtkam, 
20  Hun,  280.) 

74  The  remaiiu  of  the  court  ad- 
dressed to  counsel  on  the  rejection 
of  evidence,  or  aa  to  tlie  need  of 
delaying  the  trial  to  send  for  wit- 
nesses, are  not  the  subjects  of  ex- 
qeption.  {Dalif  agt  Bgni6,  Tt  N. 
j;i8ft.) 

79.  B  asMM,  that  if  liM  lemaiks  of 
tins  ooovt  are  so  adverse  to  one  of 
the  parties  as  to  caU  for  the  intar- 
ference  of  a  court  of  leview,  on  tlie 
ground  that  the  verdict  lias  been 
nnproperly  iafiuenoed,  the  mode 
of  review  ie  not  hj  exception,  but 
tinrquesitei  should  be  brought  np 
OBf meCicst  to  set  aside  the  vwrdict 
</A) 

* 

76k  A  notion  at  special  tcnnto^SBt 
aside  or  strike  out  an  amendment 
of  a  pleading  made  bv  a  referee 
on  trial  is  improper.  ( Quimhi^  agt 
Ckifiin^  77  JV;  i:,  270.) 

77.  B  sosflu;  that  the  proper  mode 
of  revievring  the  decision  of  the 
referee  is  by  exception  thereto  and 
appeal  from  the  judgment     (/d.) 

78.  This  action  was  brought  by  plain- 
tiff as  son  and  heir«t-law  or  D., 
to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  real 
and  personal  propertv  executed  by 
ttoe  latter  to  defendants  D.,  n. 
and  J.,  on  the  ground  of  mental 
ineapacity,  and  of  fraud'  and  un- 
due influence.  Both  of  these 
iasues  were  found  against  plaintiff. 
By  the  tennaof  the  conveyance 
the  ffrantees  covenanted  to  pay 
two-thirds  of  the  expenses  or 
the  support  and  maintenance  of 
D.  and'wif^  during  thei^  Ifvtt 
respectively.  The  coniplsint  al- 
leged>  that  plaintUf  hadT  boarded 
and  cared  for  siid  D.  and  wife  up 
to  their  deaths,  and  saked  for  an 
accounting'  and  payment  therefor 
oat  of  th0  estate  conveyed: 
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EM,  that  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  reference  to  aacertain 
tbe  amount  due  him,  if  any,  for 
such  support  and  maintenance, 
both  becfMxse  it  was  inconsistent 
with  the  main  relief  aought  bj  the 
complaint,  and  because  the  cove- 
nant was  not  with  and  for  the  bene* 
fit  of  the  plaintiff;  and  con- 
sequently he  could  not  maintain 
an  action  upon  it  (Van  Odder 
agt.  Vatn  Qelder,  77  37!  J:,  446.) 

79.  To  a  complaint  setting  forth  sev- 
eral orders  of  the  surrogate  of  the 
county  of  New  York,  defendant 
demurred  upon  the  ground  that 
the  comi^amt  omitted  to  allege 
the  facts,  necessary  to  give  the 
surrogate  Jurisdiction;  the  demur- 
rer was  overruled  and  judgnient 
rendered  for  plaintiff,  which  was 
affirmed  by  the  general  term. 
On  iu>peal  to  this  court,  defendant 
asked  leave,  in  case  the  Judgment 
should  be  affirmed,  to  withdraw 
the  demurrer  and  put  in  an  answer 
on  terms: 

3M,  that  the  application  should. 
Under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  be  made  to  the  court  below; 
Judgment  therefore  affirmed,  with 
leave  to  make  such  applieatfon. 
(Bcamsi  agt  O&uld,  77if.r.,  45«.) 

80.  Where  assessors  for  a  local  im- 
provement adopt  the  correct  legal 
rule,  i  e.,  that  m  oroperty  benefited 
must  be  assessed,  an  error  in  de- 
termining what  property  is  in  fact 
benefitea  must  be  reviewed  and 
corrected  by  certiorari^  not  by  suit. 
{Kennedy  elgL  OUy  qf  Tray,  77  if. 

81.  The  denial  of  a  motion  to  strike 
out  incompetent  evidence  admit- 
ted on  a  Jury  trial  without  objec- 
tion is  not  error;  it  may  be  re- 
tained  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court;  the  remedy  of  the  party 
is  to  ask  for  instructions  to  the 
Jury  to  disregard  it  IPkUner  agt 
Ttatner,  7S^.  r.,91.> 

83.  Where  a  witness,  in  answering  a 
proper  question,  with  prapet  and 


responsive  matter,  testifies  to  some 
thing,  Irresponsive  and  incompe- 
tent, an  objection  does  not  reach 
it;  the  proper  course  is  for  the 
party  to  .move  to  strike  out  the 
improper  portion  of  the  answer, 
or  to  ask  instructions  to  the  Jury 
that  thej  disregard  it.    (Id.) 

83.  Upon  appeal  from  an  order  of 
the  general  term  panting  a  new 
trial,  in  a  case  tried  by  a  jury, 
where  the  facts  were  before  the 
general  term,  and  it  had  the  power 
to  grant  a  new  trial  thereon;  held, 
that  as  the  practice  in  such  cases 
had  become  thoroughly  establish- 
ed and  known,  the  order  should 
be  affirmed  in  accordance  with  the 
stipulation  in  the  notice  of  appeal, 
instead  of  the  appeal  being  dis- 
missed.   (SneNey  AgL  Conner,  78 

84.  The  words  ' '  party  to  an  action," 
in  the  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  P^edure  {new  Code,  eee. 
870),  providing  for  the  takinff  of 
the  deposition  of  a  party  before 
trial,  inchides  only  parties  to  the 
record;  that  a  person  is  a  parl^  in 
interest  is  not  sufficient  to  author- 
ize his  examination   under  aaid 

Srovlsion.    {Seeiey  agt  Clark,  78 
I  r.,  220.) 

86.  The  determination  of  questions, 
relating  solely  to  matters  of  prac- 
tice in  the  disposition  by  the  court 
below  of  causes  on  Its  own  calen- 
dar, will  not  be  interfered  with  by 
this  court  (JleOwa^  agt.  Iknfoo, 
78  K  Z,  481) 

8^  The  court  on  motion,  or  of  its 
own  volition,  mav  direct  questions 
of  fact  in  an  action  to  be  tried  at 
circuit    (Id:) 

87.  An  offer  of  Judgment  signed  by 
defendants'  attorney,  to  which  no 
affidavit  showing  lus  authoritv  to 
make  it  is  annexed,  as  required 
by.  the  Code  of  Civil  Prooodure 
(Me.  740),  is  invalid.  (Bigge  asdt 
Wa/ydm,  78  if.  T.,  (B6.) 
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88.  A  notice  terred  upon  said  attor- 
ney hj  plaintiif' s  attorney  declin- 
ing the  offer,  without  pointing  out 
such  defect,  is  not  a  waiver  there- 
of.   {Id.) 

89.  The  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  (870),  authorizing 
the  taking  of  the  deposition  "  of  a 
party  to  an  action,  before  trial, 
at  the  instance  of  an  adverse 
party,  does  not  authorize  the  ex- 
amination of  the  directors  of  a 
corporation,  which  is  a  party. 
(Boorfnan  agt.  At.  and  Plate.  R.  B, 
Co.,  7%  IT.  r.,  599.) 

90.  Nor  can  such  directors  be  requir- 
ed to  produce  before  trial,  for  the 
inspection  of  the  opposite  party, 
the  books  of  the  coiporation,  or  to 
rive  him  sworn  copies  of  entries 
werein,  under  the  provision  (tee. 
808)  authorizing  the  court  to  com- 
pel such  production  or  copy  by  * '  a 
party  to  an  action."    {Id.) 

91.  B  deems,  that  to  authorize  the 
production  of  books  and  papers 
under  said  provision,  it  must  be 
shown  that  they  are  in  the  posses- 
sion or  under  the  control  of  the 
person  required  to  produce  them. 

m 

PROMISSORY  IjfOTR 

1.  If  an  accommodation  maker  or 
indorser  has  no  interest  in  the  way 
In  which  tkke  proceeds  of  the  note 
are  to  be  used,  it  is  no  defense  to 
him  that  he  was  told  the  note  was 
to  be  discounted  by  a  bank,  though 
it  was  in  fact  used  and  intended 
to  be  used  in  paying  an  antecedent 
debt.  {Wheker  agt  AUen,  anie, 
118.) 

"See  Bona  Fidb  Holdbr. 

Phamm  Ineurance  Oompemff  agt 
Chwreh,  ante,  898. 


PUBLICATION. 

1.  In  an  action  for  the  foreolosure 
of  a  mortgage  the  plaintiff  made 


the  imknown  devisees,  under  a 
supposed  will  of  the  deceased 
mortgagor,  parties  defendant,  and 
applied  for  an  order  directing  the 
service  of  the  summons  upon  them 
by  publication.  The  plaintiff's 
affidavit  showed  that  he  nad  been 
unable  to  ascertain  whether  the 
mortgagor  devised  the  premises 
by  anv  last  will,  for  which  reason 
the  devisees  under  such  win,  if 
any, were  unknown  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  were  made  parties  defendant 
The  order,  after  referring  to  the 
affidavit  and  directing  the  service 
of  the  summons  by  publication, 
proceeded,  "and  it  satisfactorily 
appearing  to  me  that  the  plalntiJi 
cannot,  with  reasonable  diligence, 
ascertain  a  place  or  places  where 
the  defendants  •  *  ♦  would 
probably  receive  matter  trans- 
mitted through  the  post-office,  the 
deposit  of  anv  papers  therein, 
directed  to  said  defendant,  is  dis- 
pensed with:" 

Eeid,  that  the  order  was  suffi- 
cient, and  that  it  was  not  necessair 
that  the  order  should  state  that  it 
satisfactorily  appeared  to  the  Jus- 
tice **by  the  smdavits  on  whieh 
the  order  was  granted,"  tliat  the 
plaintiff  could  not  ascertain  the 
residence  of  the  unknown  de- 
visees. (Oreen  agt  Bquk^,  80 
Bun,  15.) 

2..  It  is  sufficient  if  the  order  direct- 
ing the  publication  designate  by 
name  two  papers  in  which  the 
publication  shall  be  made;  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  order  dioukl 
state  that  thoee  so  designated  aye 
meet  likely  to  give  notice  to  the 
defendants.    {Id.) 


RECEIVER 

1.  The  superintendent  of  the  insur- 
ance department  made  a  report  in 
reference  to  The  Atlantic  Mutual 
Life  Insurance  Company,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  laws  of  1869,  ana  on 
this  report  the  attorney-general 
instituted  the  usual  proceeding  to 
wind  up  the  company  and  pmoe 
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its  effects  in  Uie  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver»  and  an  order  appointing  a 
receiver  was  made.  At  the  com- 
mencement of  these  proceedings 
the  plaintiff,  in  behalf  of  the  insur- 
ance company  and  upon  and  by 
virtue  of  an  employment  of  its 
appropriate  officers,  undertook  to 
and  did  defend  the  proceedings 
up  to  the  time  of  the  appointment 
of  the  receiver.  W  ith  the  decision 
appointing  a  receiver  the  com- 
pany was  not  satisfied,  it  still 
msisted  on  its  solvency  and  right 
to  transact  its  own  business;  and 
although  the  defendant  Newcomb, 
who  was  appointed  receiver,  at 
once  filed  his  bond  and  took  poe- 
session  an  appeal  from  the  order 
was  taken  by  the  plaintiff  acting 
as  attorney  of  the  company;  and 
various  other  proceedmgs  were 
had,  in  all  of  wnich  the  plaintiff 
appeared  for  and  conducted  the 
same  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
pany: 

EM,  thai  an  action  is  properiy 
brought  and  may  foe  mamtainea 
by  the  attorney  against  the  com- 
pany and  the  receiver  for  his 
services,  disbursements  and  ex- 
penses, and  the  court  has  power 
lo  order  pavment  to  the  plaintiff 
out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of 
the  receiver. 

JBMd,  further  (after  reciting  the 
history  of  the  proceedings  taken 
by  the  company  and  the  further 
fact  that  all  these  proceedings 
were  taken  in  good  faith  by  the 
company  and  its  counsel,  and  In 
the  honesft  and  oonsciendoos  be- 
lief of  its  solvency  and  ability  to 
manage  its  affairs  without  Uie  in- 
terventicfn  of  the  court),  that  under 
such  circumstances  the  managers 
and  officers  of  the  company  not 
only  had  the  right  but  it  was  their 
duty  to  do  what  they  could  to  keep 
it  in  life;  and  the  plaintiff  having 
been  employed  by  the  companv 
the  court  ought  to  exercise  such 
power  and  onier  payment  to  the 
plaintiff  out  of  the  funds  in  the 
nands  of  the  receiver. 

Eeld,  also,  that  the  objection 
urged  by  the  defendant  that  this 


action  by  the  company,  these  vari- 
ous proceedings  that  were  had 
after  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, must  be  regarded  as  a 
violation  of  and  as  prohibited  hj 
the  order  appointing  the  receiver 
and,  therefore,  contemptuous,  is 
clearly  untenable.  The  comptaxj 
are  in  no  position  to  raise  such  a 
question.  They  having  employed 
counsel  and  urged  on  these  pro- 
oeedinga  they  cannot  now  object 
to  the  counsel  receiving  any  com- 
pensation for  his  labor,  or  reim- 
bursement for  his  expenses,  be- 
cause they  were  violating  the  order 
of  the  court  when  they  employed 
and  directed  it  to  be  done.  {Barnea 
M^L  AUatUio  Mutual  Life  Imuranee 
Company,  ante,  dd9.) 

2.  Nor  is  the  plaintiff's  claim  barred 
by  any  previous  action  taken  by 
the  court  as  to  the  allowance  of 
costs.  The  appellate  courts  could 
make  no  provision  except  for  taxa- 
ble costs  which,  from  the  proof  in 
this  case,  would  afford  no  ade- 
quate compensation  for  the  labor 
performed  and  the  disbursements 
incurred.    (Id,) 

8.  A  receiver,  appointed  in  proceed- 
ings Bupplimentary  to  execution, 
cannot  mahitain  an  action  to  en- 
force the  trust  created  by  the  Re- 
vised Btatutes(l  J2L  A,  728,  Me.  02), 
in  favor  of  the  creditors  of  one 
pa3[ing  the  consideration  for  lands 
which  are  conveyed  to  knother. 
(Undoftooad  agt  ButoUffe,  77  N. 
Y.,  68.) 

4.  The  Judgment  debtor  has  no  in- 
terest, legal  or  equitable,  in  lands 
paid  for  oy  him  but  conveyed  to 
another  (me,  61),  and  the  creditor 
derives  no  ri|^  throuffh  him;  if  a 
creditor  at  the  time  oi  the  convey- 
ance, he  has  simply  an  interest 
created  by  the  statute  as  eeitui  que 
truet;  the  trust  does  not  vest  in 
the  receiver,  and  he  is  not  the 
representative  of  the  creditor  in 
respect  to  it    (Id) 

6.  The  regularity  of  the  appoini- 
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meat  of  a  leoeiyer  of  a  life  Inmr- 
ance  corporation  upon  petition  of 
the  attomej-general,  cannot  be 
questioned  collaterallF  by  any 
other  tribunal  than  the  one  by 
which  he  was  appointed.  (In  re 
AU*if'Qen*l  agt  Gnard.  MuL  Ltfe 
Int.  CkK,  TIN.  F.,  373.) 

€w  A  decne  upon  such  application 
dissolving  the  cotporatlon  and 
appointing  a  reoeiyer  rests  in  the 
latter  all  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration.   {Id.) 

m 

7.  The  receiver  represents  both  the 
corporation  and  creditors  and 
stockholders,  and  in  his  character 
as  trustee  for  the  latter  he  may 
disaffirm  and  maintain  an  action 
as  receiver  to  set  aside  illegal  or 
fraudulent  transfers  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation  maae  by 
its  officers  or  agents,  or  to  recover 
its  funds  or  securities  invested  or 
misapplied.    (Id.) 

8.  The  supreme  court  having  ac- 
auired  jurisdiction  of  prooeeoings 
for  winding  up  the  affairs  of  the 
corporation,  and  havine  appointed 
a  receiver,  has  Jurisdicuon  to  stay 
Uie  suit  of  a  creditor  brought  to 
recover  assets  to  which  the  re- 
ceiver is  entitled,  in  whatever 
court  such  suit  may  be  pending. 
(LL) 

••  The  stay  may  be  gnnted  on 
motion  in  the  proceecUngs;  it  is 
not  neoessaiy  for  the  receiver  to 
bring  an  action  for  that  puzx>osa 
{M) 

10.  Whera,inprooeedingBinstitDted 
by  the  attorney-general  against  a 
life  insnmnoe  company  under  the 
provisions  of  the  insurance  act  of 
1060  {ekap.  iNtt,  Lawt  <f  1809), 
the  oompany  has  been  declared 
insolvent  and  its  affsin  put  into 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  Indicial 
action  thereafter  must  f ouow  the 
statute.  {In  re  AtffQ&nH  agt. 
AtkmHe  MtOual  Ufe  Im.  Ob.,  71 

jf.  jr.,  tt0u) 


11.  Where  the  actuary's  feport  shows 
that  the  oompany  is  not  able  to  go 
on  with  its  business,  the  assets 
must  be  turned  into  money,  liabill> 
ties  paid,  and  the  corporate  affairs 
closed  up;  the  supreme  court 
cannot  onier  the  receiver  to  call 
for  premiums,  and  keep  up  the 
business  of  the  company,  nor  can 
it  discharge  the  receiver  and  give 
back  the  property  to  Uie  corpora- 
tion.   (Id.) 

13.  Where  a  receiver  has  been  ap- 
pointed in  proceedings  supple- 
mdntaiy  to  execution  institutea  in 
favor  of  one  judgment  creditor, 
in  an  action  brought  by  another 
Judgment  creditor,  to  set  aside 
such  proceedings  on  the  ground 
of  collusion,  it  S  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court  to  appoint  another 
receiver,  and  to  direct  the  first  re- 
ceiver to  hand  over  to  him  the 
Sroperty  received.  (QninoOif  agt. 
r«te,  78-ar.  r.,  83o.) 

18.  An  order,  therefore,  making  such 
appointment  and  giving  such  di- 
rection, is  not  reviewable  here. 
(Id.) 

REFEBER 

1.  A  referee  has  the  same  power  to 
allow  amendments  to  any  pleading 
as  the  court,  upon  such  tnal,  upon 
the  same  terms  and  with  like  effect, 
and  the  matter  being  propoiy  at 
his  dii^xMal,  his  action  will  not  be 
reviewed  by  a  judge  at  chambers. 
(Oregon  Steamship  Oompowy  agt. 
OHe,  onto,  354.) 

3l  Under  the  Judieiaiy  act  the  pound- 
age of  the  referee  on  foreclosure 
and  sale  is  limited  to  ten  dollars, 
and  is  not  increased  by  the  act  of 
1876  amending  section  800  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure.  (Airye  agt. 
AiMwnik  e$  €U.,  anie,  478.) 

8b  This  amendment  does  not  ^iss  the 
right  to  such  fees  or  poundt^B^,  but 
Is  merely  a  UnnitaHon  of  the  ftoes 
or  poundage  aHowsble,  the  right 
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thereto   being    dependent   upon 
other  statuto^  provisionB.    {Id.) 

4,  If  the  seventy-BeTenth  section 
of  the  judiciary  is  repealed  the 
referee  is  remitted  to  the  three 
dollars  per  day  under  the  general 
rule  as  to  referees'  fees.    (Id.) 


REFBRBE'B  FEES. 

1.  Where  the  husband  has  slipu- 

laled  to  pay  half  the  referee's 

fee8»  such  stipulation  will  be  en- 

foroed*    (Biaadffoed  agt.  Bloot^foodf 

.  mUe,  42.) 


REFERENCE. 


1.  A  reference  to  assess  damages 
upon   injunction  should  not  be 

Eted,  after  appeal  from  the 
ment  is  perfected,  until  final 
don  upon  the  appeal    {Bmo- 
ord  0^  a2.  agt 'PorA  0^  a2.,  onto,  841) 

9.  A  motion  at  a  special  term  to  set 
amde  or  strike  out  an  amendment 
of  a  pleading  made  by  a  referee 
on  trial  is  improper.  (Qutm^agt. 
Oiaflin,  TJ  N.T,,  270.) 

8.  It  Menu,  that  the  proper  mode  of 
reviewing  the  decision  of  the  ref  * 
eree  is  by  exception  thereto  and 
appeal  from  the  judgment    (Id.) 

4  This  action  was  brought  by 
^aintifP,  as  son  and  heir-at-law  of 
D.,  to  set  aside  a  conyeyance  of 
real  and  personal  property  execu- 
ted by  the  latter  to  defendants, 
D.,  H.  and  J.,  on  the  fi;round  of 
mental  incapacity,  and  of  fraud 
and  undue  influence.  Both  of 
these  issues  were  found  against 
plaintiif .  By  the  terms  of  the 
conyeyance  the  guarantees  cov- 
enanted to  pay  two-thirds  of  the 
expenses  of  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  D.  and  wife  during 
their  lives  respeotiyely.  The  com- 
plaint alleged  that  plaintiff  had 
DO«^ed  and  cared  for  said  D.  and 
wife  up  to  their  deaths,  and  asked 


for  an  accounting  and  pa}'ment 
therefor  out  of  the  estate  con- 
veyed: 

BM,  thai  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  reference  to  ascertain 
the  amount  due  to  him,  if  any, 
for  such  support  and  maintenance, 
both  because  it  was  inconsistent 
with  the  main  relief  sought  by 
the  complaint,  and  because  the 
covenant  was  not  with  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiff;  and  con- 
sequently he  could  not  maintain 
an  action  upon  it  (Van  OM&r 
agt    Van  CMdsr,  77  iT.  JI,  446.) 

ft.  An  oral  agreement  between  the 
parties  to  an  action  on  trial  before 
a  referee,  entered  by  a  stenogra- 
pher upon  his  minutes,  leaving  it 
to  the  referee  to  fix  his  own  com- 
pensation, is  not  an  i^greement  in 
writing  by  the  parties  for  another 
rate  cs  compensation  than  that 
prescribed,  such  as  is  authorixed 
by  the  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure  (M  Code,  $ee.  818)  regu- 
lating referees'  fees.  (Fint  J&tl 
Baatkof  C.  agt.  Tame^,  77  M  F., 
476.) 

6.  if  such  an  agreement  can  be 
consideTed  one  in  writing,  it  is  not 
binding  as  it  does  not  fix  any  rate 
of  compensation.    (Id.) 

7.  Thecases  holding  that  oral  agree- 
ments between  parties  or  their 
attorneys,  made  in  open  court,  in 
respect  to  matters  connected  with 
the  lifcigatlon,  are  binding  and  will 
be  enforced,  have  no  application 
to  such  an  agreement,  as  it  has 
reference  to  a  matter  wholly  col- 
lateral to  the  litigation  which  is 
regulated  by  statute.    (M) 

8.  Aa  to  whether  an  olriection  that 
a  referee  appointed  in  an  action 
resideB,  and  mat  the  trial  was  had 
out  of  the  Jurisdiction  of  *J^e  court, 
is  valid  under  ai|y  drcumstaaces, 
gutBTB,    (JXake  agt  L.  and  Mfg. 

a?..  77  if.  K,  fiS.) 

9.  The  objection  is  untenable  when 
the  point  was  not  raised  on  the 
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irial,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  deciuon  was  not  made  la  the 
Jurisdiction.    (Id,) 

10.  Jurisdiction  having  been  once 
acquired  over  the  parties  and  the 

. .  subject  matter,  every  presumotion 
is  in  favor  of  the  legality  of  the 
Judgment.    {Id,) 

11.  A  referee  had  power,  under  the 
Code  of  Procedure  (m».  178, 272), 

. .  on  motion  ouule  at  the  close  of  the 
evidence  in  a  case,  to  allow  an 
amendment  of  a  pleading,  so  as  to 
conform  it  to  the  proof,  where  it 
does  not  substantially  change  the 
cause  of  action  or  defense.  (Cfhapin 
agt.  Dob§on,  78  J\r.  ^,^74.) 

19.  Where  the  referee,  without  objec* 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  opposite 
partv,  reserved   his  decision  on 

■  motion  made  for  such  an  amend- 
ment, and  mnted  it  on  deciding 
the  case;  hSd,  proper.    (Id.) 

13.  This  action  was  brought  for  an 
alleged  breach  of  an  agreement  in 
writmg,  by  which  plaintiffs  agreed 

'    to  furnish,  and  defendants  to  pur- 

'    chase,certain  macJdnesupon  terms 

'  and  at  times  spedfled.  I)efendant 
alleged,  and  was  permitted  to 
prove,  under  objection,  a  parol 
agreement  made  at  the  same  time, 

*  and  in  consideration  of  which  he 
executed  the  writing,  by  which 

>  plaintiffs  guaranteed  "that  the 
machines  snould  be  so  made  that 
they  would  do  the  defendant's 
work  satisfactorily;"  if  not»  that 
plaintiffs  would  take  them  back; 
evidence  was  also  given  showing 
a  breach  of  such  guaranty.  The 
referee  found  that  the  matters  in 
writing  and  the  oral  guaranty  con- 

<    stituted  the  contract  between  the 
parties: 
Held,   that  the   evidence   was 

.  properly  received,  as  there  was 
notfdng  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment to  show  that  it  was  the 
whole  agreement  between  the  pu*- 
ties,  and  as  Uie  oral  guaranty  did 
not  controvert,  and  was  not  incon- 
siitent  with  the  written  contract; 


also  that  it  was  within  the  pro- 
vince of  the  referee  to  make  such 
finding.    (Id,) 


REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

1.  Where  the  amount  claimed  in  the 
complaint  is  less  than  $500,  the 
defendant  cannot,  by  pleading  a 
counter-claim  exceedmg  that  sum, 
remove  the  action  from  a  state  to 
Uie  United  States  court  for  trial, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  parties 
are  residents  oi  different  states 
and  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds 
950u.  The  amount  in  dispute 
must  be  determined  from  the  com- 
plaint {Olark&on  et  aL  sgt  Man- 
mm,  ante,  480.) 

2.  It  iemm,  that  when  a  f  edersl  cor- 
poration brings  a  suit  in  which  the 
pleadings  do  not  negative  the  pos- 
sibility of  the  issue  arising  as  to 
its  lesal  existence,  as  it  places 
itself  In  a  position  where  its  le^l 
existence  and  its  rights  under  its 
charter  may  be  questioned,  it  may 
be  truly  said  that  matters  in  dis- 

{>ute  under  the  constitution  and 
aws  of  the  United  States  arise. 
(UUttr  CouiUf  3emnps  InntiMion 
agt.  F^ifurth  Ifational  Bank,  ante, 
4§2.) 

8.  But  this  is  not  so  when  the  fede- 
ral corporation  is  a  defendant, 
when  its  corporate  life  is  admitted, 
and  when  the  pleadings  affirma- 
tively show  that  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion and  the  defense  depend  upon 
state  and  not  Federal  statutes, 
(/d) 

4.  It  is  not  enough  that  a  party  is  a 
creation  of  the  law  of  the  United 
States  to  deprive  the  state  court  of 
Jurisdiction,  but  Ihe  matter  in  dis- 
pute in  the  action  must  arise  there- 
under.   (Id.) 

6.  Where,  as  in  this  case,  (he  matter 
in  dispute  arises  out  of  state  and 
not  federal  laws,  the  state  courts 
cannot  be  deprived  of  Jurisdlotion. 
(/A) 
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0.  Chapter  196  of  the  United  States 
Laws  of  1887,  providing  for  the 
removal  of  causes  into  the  United 
Btates  circuit  courts,  was  not  re- 
I>ea]ed  by  chapter  187  of  the  Laws 
of  1875.  (Wiekham  agt  Wiekham, 
90  Sun,  289.) 


REPLEVIN. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  desires  to  re- 
claim chattels  replevied  he  must 
serve  upon  the  sheriff  written  no- 
tice that  he  requires  the  return 
thereof;  and  he  must  file  an  affi- 
davit that  he  is  the  owner  of  tiie 
property,  or  that  he  is  lawfullv 
entitled  to  the  possession  thereof. 
{Teiehner  agt.  bewton,  ante,  467.) 

2.  These  conditions  are  mandaUMrp, 
and  the  failure  of  a  defendant  to 
comply  with  them  renders  his 
counter-hond  nugatory.    (Id.) 

8.  A  wife  who  has  left  her  husband 
without  good  cause,  and  is  living 
separate  and  apart  from  him,  may 
maintain  an  action  of  replevin 
against  liim  to  recover  articles  of 

gersonal  property  belonginv  to 
er,  which  were  left  and  remuned 
in  his  house  and  possession. 
{EtmUmd  agt  RifvUami,  90  Hun, 
472.) 

RES  AD  JUDICATA. 

1.  Bes  ac^udieata  has  no  proper 
application  on  demurrer  to  an 
amended  complaint  where  the 
amendment  is  material  and  the 
pleading  essentiaHy  different  bv 
reason  of  the  amendment  Such 
amendment  relieves  the  question 
from  being  r68  a4judieata,  and  the 
complaint  is  tested  as  to  its  suffi- 
ciency or  insufficiency  b;^he  rules 
of  pleading  otherwise  applicable. 
Ctegg  agt.  American  ImBepaper 
"nUm,  ante,  122.) 


Ui 


2.  Where  a  complaint,  based  upon 
an  alleged  amement  between 
plaintiff  and  defendants,  omitted 
to  set  out  the  agreement  in  full. 


was  held  good  on  demurrer  at 
first,  but  afterwards  the  complaint 
was  amended  voluntarily,  giving 
the  agreement  in  full,  and  the 
portion  of  the  agreement  omitted 
m  tbe  original  complaint  and  in- 
cluded in  the  amended  complaint, 
consists  of  a  condition  precedent 
to  be  performed  by  plaintiff  be- 
fore any  obligation  of  defendanls 
arises,  and  the  complaint  so 
amended  fails  to  allege  perform- 
ance of  such  condition  or ecedent, 
or  tender  or  waiver  of  perform- 
ance: 

ffeid,  the  objection  based  upon 
the  aUience  of  an  averment  of  the 
performance  of  the  condition  pre- 
cedent is  well  taken ;  and  rei  cu^u- 
dietUa,  though  it  might  have  been 
available  to  defendants  iix  answer 
to  a  demurrer  had  the  amended 
complaint  been  based  upon  the 
contract  as  originallv  set  forth,  is 
not  available  as  the  complaint 
stands  by  reason  of  the  presence 
of  the  precedent  condition  not 
shown  to  have  been  performed. 
(/A) 

8.  The  principle  of  the  rule  aa  to  rei 
atffwUeata  (except  in  cases  of  mere 
motions  incidental  to  an  action) 
has  no  reference  to  the  form  or  the 
object  of  the  litigation  in  which 
the  particular  fact  is  determined 
which  is  thenceforth  to  be  deemed 
established  as  between  the  parties 
to  the  disputSL  The  form  or  ob- 
ject of  the  prior  litigation  does  not 
alter  the  conclusive  effect  td  the 
Judgment  or  decision.  (Matter  qf 
Sa&rtie,  ante,  180.) 


REVIVOR, 

1.  When,  during  the  pendency  of  an 
action  in  the  marine  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  the  defendant 
dies,  that  court  may  direct  the  ac- 
tion to  be  revived  and  continued 
against  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, and  this  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  said  court  would 
have  had  no  original  Jurisdiction 
against  such  representatives  in  the 
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flrst  instance.  (FBopl0€a0rd.Slffwi 
agt.  Juitien  €f  M#  MairifM  Onwrt, 
ante,  418.) 

S.  OterrttUng  mime  eau  in  18  Hun, 
888.    (/<!.) 


RIGHT  OP  WAY. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  to  prevent 
an  interference  by  the  defendant 
with  the  plaintiffs'  alleged  right 
to  nse  a  road  or  way  across  the 
premises  of  the  defendant,  and  to 
compel  the  defendant  to  remove 
obstructions  placed  by  him  upon 
said  wav  to  prevent  its  use  by  the 
plaintiffs: 

Held,  that,  as  plaintiffs'  damages 
by  reason  of  being  deprived  of  the 
use  of  the  wav  woald  be  difflcnlt 
of  estimation  In  dollars  and  cents, 
and  as  the  claimed  rl^ht  to  its  use 
by  the  one  party  and  its  denial  by 
the  other  will  be  productive  of 
many  actions,  unless  settled  bv 
this  suit,  upon  these  two  well- 
understood  grounds  of  equitable 
relief,  as  well  as  that  of  the  affirm- 
ative relief  sought,  that  the  de- 
fendant be  compelled  to  remove  a 
cause  of  continuing  Injury,  the 
action  is  malntainiwle,  provided 
the  plaintiff^  are  entitled  to  use 
the  road  as  they  insist  they  are. 

RMy  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a 
right  of  wav  across  the  defendant's 
premises,  because:  Fint.  When 
the  deeds  from  Frederic  Schmidt 
to  the  grantors  of  both  parties 
were  given  on  April  11, 1774,  there 
was  a  road  upon  the  ground  cross- 
ing Uieir  premises.  That  road, 
thus  estabbshed  and  used  was  an 
appurtenant  to  the  propertjr  con- 
veyed by  Frederic  Schmiot  and 
passed  to  the  grantees  therein 
under  the  clause  which  ocmveys 
"  ways,  passages,  easements,"  &c. , 
Ac ,  to  the  premises  bekNoginx  "  or 
in  any  wise  appertaining,  or  there- 
with used,  neld,  occupied  or 
enjoyed,  or  reputed,  deemed  or 
esteoned  as  part,  parcel  or  mem- 
ber thereof/'  and  even  without 
this  clause  the  right  to  use  the  way 


would  have  passed  as  an  appur- 
tenant to  the  property  conveyed. 
Beoond.  The  reservation  of  a  nght 
of  way  to  Spawn  and  Berger 
was  an  easement  in  their  favor. 
The  fee  of  the  land  of  the  road 
was  conveyed  to  the  grantors  of 
the  parties  to  this  acUon.  Each 
parcel  bore  half  of  the  burden  of 
the  road,  and  if  It  was  located 
more  on  one  than  on  the  other, 
compensation  was  made  in  land. 
This  arrangement  and  location 
gives  to  them  a  Joint  right  of  use 
as  tenants  in  oomnM>n  ofthe  prop- 
erty, a  right  exercised  by  both  for 
a  period  of  more  than  fifty  years, 
and  which  use  is  highly  important, 
not  only  to  show  that  tne  con- 
struotion  {^ven  \vy  the  court  to  the 
deed  was  identical  with  that  given 
to  it  by  the  parties  from  the  earliest 
recollections  of  living  witnesses, 
but  also  to  establish  a  way  by  use. 
IMrd,  The  right  of  way  would 
also  pass  as  an  appurtenant  to  the 
property  conveyed  to  Uie  grantors 
of  both  parties,  not  onlv  because  it 
was  a  wav  established  by  grants 
made  to  Spawn  and  Beiger,  and 
to  Paulus  Schmidt  in  1788,  but 
also  because  the  conveyances  to  the 
grantors  of  the  parties  to  thii  suit 
located  a  road  up<m  the  ground  the 
burden  of  which  the  properties 
equally  sustain.  (Lanfferu^fck  agt. 
And&nan,  ante,  1.) 

2.  Where  a  ri^ht  of  way  exists  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  bv  grant,  such 
right  cannot  be  lost  by  mere  non- 
user.  Nor  could  it  be  surrendered 
by  verbal  declarations  and  loose 
conversations,  for  an  interest  in 
land  created  by  deed  cannot  thus 
be  extlnguisheo.    (Id,) 

8.  Where  the  evidence  showed  the 
use  otia  road  or  way  for  a  period 
of  more  than  fifty  yeirs,  toe  de- 
fendant and  his  grantors  during 
that  period  having  used  the  way 
where  it  passes  over  plaintiffs* 
land,  and  the  plaintiffs  and  their 

Santors   have  used  it  over  the 
[ids  of   the  defendant  /or  an 
4ftwU  period: 


NKW  TOHC  FBAOnCE  REPORTS. 


9ai 


IHgost 


BMt  that  mere  words  of  defend- 
ut  would  not  amount  to  acts  in- 
terrupting the  use,  and  thua  used 
it  became  a  way  by  preacription. 
{M) 


REVIVAL  OF  ACTION. 

1.  Section  707  of  the  Code  of  Ciyil 
Procedure,  aa  amended  by  chapter 
648  of  1879,  providing  that  "in 
case  of  the  death  of  a  sole  plain- 
tiff or  a  sole  defendant,  if  the 
cause  of  action  survives  or  con- 
tinues the  court  must,  upon  a 
motion,  allow  or  compel  the  action 
to  be  continued  by  or  against  his 
representatives  or  successors  in 
interest,"  is  only  applicable  to  the 
case  where  there  is  a  sole  plaintiff 
or  sole  defendant  (CMt  agt 
Ooftipbea,  20  Hun,  60.) 


RULE  8. 

1.  Notice  of  Judgment  is  insuffi- 
cient to  limit  the  time  to  appeal, 
where  the  office  address  or  place 
of  businesfi  of  the  attorney  is  not 
stated  as  required  by  the  rules 
(tiupreme  Oaurt,  Rule  2),  CEHmer 
agt  HaOhom,  78  N.  T.,  289.) 


RULE  87. 

1.  A  motion  bv  a  Judgment-debtor 
to  set  aside  the  Judgment  on  the 
{^und  that  he  was,  at  the  time  of 
Its  entry,  an  infant,,  and  that  no 
guardin  ad  litem  had  been  ap- 
pointed for  him,  is  not  based  upon 
a  mere  irregularity,  but  upon  an 
error  in  fact,  and  it  is  therefore 
unnecessary  to  specify  the  error 
in  the  notice  of  motion,  as  required 
bjr  rule  87  in  those  cases  in  which 
the  motion  is  based  upon  an  Irreg- 
ularity. {Pock  agt  CMm*,  20  Hun^ 
681) 

RULE  89. 

1.  When  affidavit  upon  which  order 
for  the  examination  of  the  plaintiff 


is  obtained,  does  not  comply  with 
the  requirements  of.  (See  Mob^rt- 
mm  agt  Bimdl,  20  Hun,  248.) 


SATISFACTION. 

1.  After  the  satisfaction  of  a  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiff,  it  Ib 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
to  vacate  it  and  to  amend  the 
comi^int  bv  adding  new  causes 
of  action,  although  by  so  doing  the 
statute  of  limitations  is  avoided. 
(Hatoh  agt.  OmU.  NtU,  Bk.,  78  N, 
r.,  487.) 


SAVINGS  BANKS. 

1.  Where  a  loan  is  made  by  a  savings 
bank  to  three  persons  of  $20,000, 
$16,000  and  $16,000,  respectively, 
upon  a  promissory  note  bv  each 
for  the  amount  he  received,  with 
collateral  security  ^f  promissory 
notes  of  a  foreign  corporation, 
which  notes  are  securea  by  trust 
deeds  of  such  corporation  upon 
unimproved  vacant  lots  without 
the  state,  not  worth  over  $10,000; 
and  where  one  of  the  trustees  of 
the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  loan 
was  a  large  stockholder  in  said 
corporation,  and  the  loans  were 
intended  to  be  and  were  in  fact 
loans  to  the  corporation;  such 
facts  being  known  to  the  trustees 
of  the  batuK,  or  could  with  reason- 
able diligence  have  been  learned 
by  them ;  and  where  the  loans 
were  intended  to  be  to  said  trus- 
tee, and  were  made  because  of  his 
interest  in  the  corporation,  and 
the  loans  were  in  fact  loans  upon 
the  security  of  the  lots: 

Held,  that,  under  the  laws  of 
this  stale  affecUng  savings  banks, 
such  transaction  is  unauthorised 
and  illegal,  and  a  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  alleging  these  facts,  in 
an  action  to  head  the  trustees  per- 
eonally  liable,  will  not  be  sustained. 

HM,  further,  that  the  persons 
to  whom  the  loans  are  charged  to 
have  been  made  are  not  necessary 
parties  defendant 
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Hdd,  aJso,  that  the  lesal  pei^ 
soiuJ  repreMntatives  of  a  de- 
ceased trustee  are  properly  Joined 
with  the  sunriving  trustee.  (JMns 
agt.  Bafmum  el  oL^  ante,  808.) 

]L  Where  a  savings  bank  in  the  city 
of  New  York  purchases  from  a 
trustee  of  such  bank  bonds  and 
mortgages  owned  by  him,  aggre- 
gating $82,000,  made  by  one  per- 
son upon  unproductive  property 
in  the  city  of  Brooklyn  of  uncer- 
tain value,  not  worth  twice  the 
value  of  the  mort^pges,  such 
transaction  is  ultra  vi<rM*  (Paine 
agt.  Irudn,  aaUe,  816.) 

8.  A  transaction  entered  upon  the 
books  of  a  savings  bank»  slthough 
made  by  the  bank  officers,  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  done  with  the 
knowledge  and  assent  of  the  trus- 
tees, who  are  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  the  officers  whom  they 
place  and  retain  in  position. 
(Fadm  agt.  Mead  et  al,  ante,  818.) 

4.  Trustees  of  a  savings  bank  are 
liable  for  damages  caused  by  their 
misconduct  in  the  management  of 
the  affairs  of  the  bank.  {Hun 
%gL  Gary  et  aL,  ante,  i26.) 

5.  Where  the  proof  showed  that  the 
bank  was  substantially  insolvent, 
owing  its  depositors  over  $70,000, 
and  its  assets  were  entirely  insuf- 
ficient in  amount  and  in  an  un- 
satisfactory shi^  to  meet  an^ 
sudden  or  unusual  caU.  In  this 
condition  of  affairs  the  trustees 
authorized  the  purchase  of  four 
lots,  at  the  cost  of  $74,600,  obli- 
gating themselves  to  build  a  build- 
mg  on  one  of  the  lots  to  cost 
$S,000: 

BM,  that  sudh  a  state  of  affairs 
justified  a  finding  by  the  Jury 
that  this  was  not  a  case  of  mere 
error  or  mistake  of  Judgment  on 
the  part  of  the  trustees,  but  that 
it  was  a  case  of  improvidence,  of 
reckless,  unreasonable  eztrava- 
eance,  in  which  the  trustees  failed 
in  that  measure  of  reasonable  pru- 
dence, care  and  skill  which  the 


law  requires,  and  imposes  liability 
upon  taem  for  loss  thereby  ooea- 
sioned.    (Id.) 

9.  Certain  of  the  defendants  pleaded 
a  discharee  in  bankruptcy: 

HM,  that  they  were  not  re- 
lieved thereby.  The  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  for  unliquidated  dmn- 
ages  arising  solely  from  a  tort. 
Such  a  claim  is  not  provable 
against  the  bankrupt  estate.    (Id.) 

7.  As  to  <«e  of  the  defendants, 
Philip  Smith,  there  was  no  evi- 
dence, other  than  the  minutes,  of 
his  attendance  at  the  meeting 
which  authorized  the  purchase; 
he,  himself,  denied  such  attend- 
ance m  the  most  positive  terms 
and  asserted  his  entire  ignorance 
of  the  transaction  until  after  it 
was  closed: 

Held,  that  this  entitled  him  to  a 
dismissal  of  the  complaint,  tiiat 
he  was  not  liable  because  of  his 
subsequent  inaction.    (Id.) 

8.  The  relation  existing  between  the 
corporation  and  its  trustees  is 
mainly  that  of  principal  and  agent ; 
and  the  relation  between  the  trus- 
tees and  depositors  is  similar  to 
that  of  trustee  and  eeetui  que  trust. 
{Hun  agt.  Gary  et  aL,  ante,  489.) 

9.  The  trustees  are  boimd  to  observe 
thB  limits  placed  upon  their  powers 
in  the  charter,  and  if  they  trans- 
cend such  limits  and  cause  damage 
they  incur  liability.  If  they  act 
fraudulently  or  do  a  willful 
wrong,  they  may  be  held  for  all 
the  damage  they  may  cause  the 
bank  or  its  depositors.  But  if 
they  act  in  good  faith  within .  the 
limits  of  powers  conferred,  using 
proper  prudence  and  diligence, 
they  are  not  responsible  for  mere 
mistakes  or  errors  of  Judgment. 

(ia.) 

10.  When  one  deposits  money  in  a 
savings  bank,  or  takes  stock  in  a 
corporation,  thus  divesting  him- 
self of  the  immediate  coaitrol  of 
his  prcq;>erty,  he  expects,  and  has 
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the  right  to  expect,  that  the  tras- 
tees  or  directors  who  are  chosen 
to  take  his  place  in  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  his  property 
will  exercise  ordinary  care  and 
prudence  In  the  trust  committed 
to  them — the  same  degree  of  care 
and  prudence  that  men  prompted 
hy  self-interest  eenerallyexercise 
in  their  own  affairs.  When  one 
Tohmtarily  takes  the  position  of 
trustee  or  director  of  a  corpora- 
tion, good  faith,  exact  justice  and 
public  policy  unite  in  requiring 
of  him  such  degree  of  care  and 
prudence,  and  it  is  a  gross  breach 
of  duty,  oraam  negH^ntia,  not  to 
bestow  them.    (Id.) 

tl.  A. trustee  is  bound  not  only  to 
exercise  proper  care  and  dili- 
gence, but  ordinary  skill  and 
Judgment.  As  he  is  bound  to  ex- 
ercise ordinary  skill  and  Judg- 
ment, he  cannot  set  up  that  he 
did  not  possess  them.  When  dam- 
age is  caused  by  his  want  of  Judg- 
ment, he  cannot  excuse  himself 
by  alleging  his  gross  ignorance. 
One  who  voluntarily  takes  the 
position  of  director  or  trustee  and 
myites  confidence  in  that  relation, 
undertakes  with  those  whom  he 
represents,  or  for  whom  he  acts, 
that  he  possesses  at  least  ordi- 
nary knowledge  and  skill,  and 
that  he  will  bring  them  to  bear  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duties.  Such 
is  the  rule  applicable  to  public 
officers,  to  professional  men  and 
to  mechanics,  and  such  is  the  rule 
which  must  be  applicable  to  every 
person  who  undertakes  to  act  for 
another  in  a  situation  or  employ- 
ment requiring  skill  and  knowl- 
edge; and  it  matters  not  that  the 
service  is  to  be  rendered  gratui- 
tously.   (Id,) 

Id.  The  facts  of  this  case  examined ; 
and,  held,  that  the  evidence  Justi- 
fied a  finding  by  the  Jury  that  this 
was  not  a  case  of  mere  error  or 
mistake  of  judgment  on  the  part 
of  the  trustees,  but  that  it  was  a 
case  of  improvidence,  of  reckless, 
unreasonable     extravagance,    in 


which  the  trustees  failed  in  that 
measure  of  reasonable  prudence, 
care  and  skill  which  the  law  re- 
quires.   {Id,) 

18.  The  receiver  represents  the  bank, 
and  may  maintain  any  action  the 
bank  could  have  maintained. 
The  trustees  may  be  treated  as 
a^nts  of  the  bank,  and  for  any 
imsfeasance  or  nonfeasance  caus- 
ing damage  to  the  bank  they  are 
responsible  to  it,  upon  the  same 
principle  that  any  agent  is  for  like 
cause  responsible  to  his  principal. 
An  action  of  this  character  is 
proi)erly  tried  as  an  action  at  law. 

14.  In  actions  «9  deHetu  the  plaintiff 
may  sue  one  or  all  the  wrong- 
doers; and  the  objection  that 
others  should  have  been  joined  as 
defendants  cannot  prevail.    (Id.) 

15.  Where  two  of  the  trustees,  who 
were  made  defendants  in  this  ac- 
tion, filed  petitions  for  their  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy  after  the 
commencement  of  this  action  and 
were  discharged  before  judgment: 

HM,  that  the  .discharge  fur- 
nished no  defense;  the  claim  was 
purely  for  unliquidated  damages 
occasioned  by  a  tort.  Suchaclfum 
is  not'  provable  in  bankruptcy 
and,  therefore,  was  not «  -scharged 
(AffifnMng  S.  €.,  ante,  4l.;).    (Id.) 


SERVICE. 

1.  The  proceeding  provided  for  by 
section  875  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure to  bind  a  Joint  debtor  not 
originally  summoned  is  a  special 
statutory  proceeding,  and  a  party 
defendant  is  entitled  to  twenty 
6aj%'  notice,  and  this  although  the 
suit  be  in  the  marine  court.  (JSer- 
noehan  agt.  Bland,  ante,  97.) 

3.  In  this  action,  brought  agahut  a 
domestic  corporation,  which  had 
appeared  by  an  attorney,  and 
served  an  answer,  an  order  re- 
quiring it  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to 
inspect  its  books,  or  ^ow  cause 
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at  a  time  and  place  therein  epeci- 
lled,  was  inaae  and  served  upon 
its  attorney. 

The  order  having  been  made  ab- 
sohite  on  the  return  day  iM^inst 
the  opposition  of  the  defendant,  a 
copy  thereof  was  served  on  its  at- 
torney. Upon  proof  of  such  serv- 
ice, and  of  the  defendant's  refusal 
to  obey  the  order,  an  order  to  show 
cause  why  defendant's  answer 
should  not  be  stricken  out  was 
made  and  also  served  upon  the 
said  attorney. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
striking  out  the  answer,  hM^  tliat 
under  section  799  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  the  orders  to 
show  cause  were  properly  served 
upon  the  defendanrs  attorney, 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
serve  them  upon  any  of  its  ofBcers. 
{Btmner  agt.  New  York  Mtumim 
AtaociaUon,  20  Hun,  1S3.) 

8.  An  order  requiring  a  party  to  an 
action  to  appear  for  examination 
before  trial,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
{netD  Code,  see.  870,  et  $eq.),  must 
be  served  personally  upon  him ;  a 
a  service  on  his  attorney  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  give  the  court  Jurisdic- 
tion to  punish  him  for  not  obey- 
ing the  order.  (Tsbo  agt.  Baker, 
77  JIT.  r.,  30.) 


SET  OFF. 

L  Between  April  25,  1870,  and  De- 
cember 12,  1871,  the  Transcript 
Association ,  under  proper  employ- 
ment, didprinting  for  the  county 
of  New  York,  reasonably  worth 
the  sum  of  $30,956.85,  ana,  under 
like  employment,  between  May  1, 
1871,  and  January  1,  18Ta,  did 
printing  for  the  city  of  It^w  York 
which  was  reasonably  'wuHh  the 
sum  of  118,605.40.  The  claims 
were  assigned  to  the  plaintiUs  In 
Januaiy,  1872. 

In  this  action,  brought  against 
the  city  of  New  York  to  recover 
the  said  amounts,  the  city  inter- 


posed a  set-off»  founded  on  the 
fact  that  in  the  year  18<  9,  and  in 
January,  1870,  the  said  association 
received  from  the  city  sums 
amounting  in  the  Aggrigs^  to 
•117,419.99  for  arrearages  for  ad- 
vertising for  the  city  government, 
and  for  a  claim  for  advertising  for 
tile  common  council,  as  adjusted 
by  the  comptroller  under  chapter 
858  of  1868,  and  that  in  said 
amount  there  was  a  gross  over- 
duffffe  which  had  been  fraud- 
ulenuy  presented,  passed  upon 
and  obtained: 

Heid,  that  the  set-off  was  a 
proper  one,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  interpose  it  as 
against  the  i^ntifb  claiming  as 
assignees  of  the  said  association. 
(nplor  agt.  Mayor,  20  Eun;  292.) 

2.  That  chapter  804  of  1874,  impos- 
ing upon  the  city  of  New  York 
the  payment  of  county  charges, 
transferred  to  the  city  all  exisung 
equities,  set-offs  and  defenses  that 
could  be  interposed  to  such  charges 
either  by  the  city  or  county  at  Uie 
time  it  was  passed.    {Id.) 

8.  The  failure  to  present  a  daim  to 
the  comptroller  of  New  Yotk  city 
before  suit  thereon  affects  the 
remedy  only;  sudi  presentation 
does  not  in  any  way  determine 
the  existence  of,  or  create  the  debt 
(Id.) 

4  In  an  action  by  a  principal  to  re- 
cover the  price  of  goods,  wdd  for 
him  by  an  afent  or  factor  who  did 
not  disclose liis  principal,  the  pur- 
chaser may  set  off  a  debt  due  to 
him  from  such  agent  or  factor, 
unless  he  Imew  at  the  time  that 
his  vendor  was  acting  as  an  agent 
or  factor,  or  unless  cuncumstances 
were  brought  to  his  knowledge 
which  wocud  necessarihr  put  him 
on  inquiij  in  regara  thereto. 
Mere  public  rumor  or  knowledge 
possessed  by  others  in  regard  to 
that  fact  will  not  deprive  him  of 
his  right  of  set-off.  (Prait  agt 
CoOitu,  20  Sun,  126.) 
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SHERIFF. 

1.  By  the  failure  of  the  original 
sareties  to  lusftify,  the  defenouuit, 
as  sheriff,  oecame  liable  as  hail, 
and  as  each  had  the  right  to  be 
exonerated  on  surrendering  the 
defendant  to  the  jail  before  the 
expiration  of  the  tune  to  answer 
in  the  action  against  himself. 
(LougUu  agt  Habentro,  ante,  194.) 

2.  The  special  term  has  power  to 
grant  him  such  further  tune,  after 
answer,  as  it  deems  Just,  to  make 
such  surrender.  But  to  entitle 
the  sheriff  to  such  relief,  after  the 
time  for  answering;  has  expired,  it 
is  Incumbent  on  nim  to  show  a 
substantial  and  sufQcient  excuse 
for  permitting  the  defendant  in 
the  execution  to  be  at  large.  (Id,) 

8.  What  is  not  a  substantial  and 
sufficient  excuse  considered.   (Id.) 

4  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  to 
recover  for  alleged  false  returns 
of  several  executions,  the  mere 
issuing  of  a  prior  execution  is  no 
defense  in  itself,  nor  can  the  sher- 
iff stultify  his  own  return  so  as  to 
justify  under  another  execution 
which  he  has  also  returned  unsat- 
isfied. (JchiMtm  Bro$.  4  Co.  agt. 
BeOJiy,  ante,  854.) 

5.  It  matters  not  how  many  execu- 
tions the  sheriff  may  have  had* 
unless  there  is  some  averment 
showinr  that  they  affected  the 
plaintiffs  execution.    (Id») 

6.  JR  mem$y  that  a  seizure  and  levy 
by  a  sheriff,  under  an  attachment 
or  execution  against  one  person, 
upon  the  entire  property  of  a  firm, 
as  the  sole  propertv  of  the  debtor, 
is  not  Justined  by  showing  that  the 
debtor  has  an  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty as  a  co^partner.  {AtkuM  agt. 
Baaton,  77  N.  T.,  196.) 

7.  The  power  of  the  sheriff,  for  the 
purpose  of  rendering  the  levy 
upon  the  interest  of  one  partner  in 
the  co-partnership  property  effect- 


ual, to  take  possession  of  the  whole 
property,  is  merelv  incidental  to 
the  right  to  reach  the  debtor's 
interest;  and  is  to  be  exercised  as 
far  as  possible  in  harmony  with, 
not  in  hostility  to,  the  rights  of  the 
other  partners,    (/d) 

8.  When,  therefore,  the  sheriff  ex- 
ceeds this  limit,  and,  instead  of 
lev^ng  on  the  debtor's  interest, 
levies  upon  and  seizes  the  prop- 
erty, as  the  sole  property  ox  the 
debtor,  he  is  a  trespasser.    {Id,) 

9.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  to 
recover  the  possession  of  certain 
property,  defendant  justified  un- 
der two  attachments  against  B. ; 
the  property  formerly  belonged  to 
a  Ann  composed  of  plaintiff  and 
B.  Plaintia*s  evidence  was  to  the 
effect  that,  prior  to  the  seizure,  the 
co-partnership  was  dissolved  and 
the  personal  property  divided  be- 
tween the  partners;  that  B.  sold 
his  portion  to  third  persons,  and 
all  had  been  removed,  save  a  small 
portion  left  by  one  of  the  pur- 
chasers in  plaintiff's  care.  Defend- 
ant seized  all  the  goods  of  the  late 
firm  in  plaintiff's  possession,  as  the 
sole  property  of  B.  Defendant 
conceded  the  partnership,  but 
controverted  the  dissolution  and 
division.  The  court  charged  that 
if  the  jury  believed  there  was  a 
nominal  assignment  by  B.,  of  his 
interest  in  the  property  seized,  to 
plaintiff  with  intent  to  defraud 
B.  's  creditors,  and  with  knowledge 
on  plaintiff's  part,  then  the  prop- 
erty was  liable  to  the  attachments: 

MM,  error.    (Id,) 


SHERIFF'S  SALE. 

1.  Though  the  court  will  not  set 
aside  a  sale  of  land  on  execution, 
and  order  a  resale,  because  plain- 
tiff's agent  bid  less  for  it  than  he 
was  instructed  to  bid  by  his  prin- 
cipal, yet  where  the  purchase  at 
the  sale  is  by  the  plaintiff,  who  is 
a  receiver  appointed  by  the  court, 
charged  with  the  duty  of  applying 
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the  property  of  the  debtor  to  the 
payment  of   his  debts,  and  the 

gurchase  is  made  for  the  receiver's 
idividual  benefit,  the  court  will 
not  tolerate  such  act  on  his  part 
(ShskUm  agt  Saetui  et  oL,  ante, 
877.) 


SPECIAL  PROCEEDIN06. 

1.  An  application  to  enforce  the  lia- 
bility imposed  by  the  statnte  (3  R. 
&,  619,  see.  44),  declaring  an  as- 
signee of  the  cause  of  action,  or 
one  beneficially  interested  in  the 
lecoyery,  liable  for  the  costs  of  an 
action,  brought  by  him  in  the  name 
of  another,  is  a  special  prooeedmg; 
and,  under  the  proYi^ons  of  tbe 
act  of  1854  (sec.  8,  chap.  970,  Laws 
qf  1854),  in  reference  to  such  pro- 
oeedinn,  costs  are  allowable  there- 
in. {Marvin  agt  Martin^  78  N. 
r.,  541.) 

0.  A  proceeding  under  the  act  of 
1858  (cAd^.  888,  Loms  tf  1858),  to 
vacate  an  assessment  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  at  least  when  insti- 
tuted at  flpecial  term,  is  a  special 
proceeding  within  the  mean&g  of 
tilie  act  of  1854  (shop.  270,  Laws  of 
1854),  authorizing  the  allowance 
of  costs  in  such  proceedings.  {In 
re  Jettwr,  78  N.  T.,  601.) 

8w  Ji  fMmj,  that  the  distinction  be- 
tween proceedings  instituted  at 
special  term  and  those  commenced 
before  a  Judge  at  chambers,  is  dis- 
regarded in  me  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure (mm.  1856, 1857).    {Id.) 


BPECIFIC  PSRFORKAKCE. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  for  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant for  the  sale  and  exchange  of 
certain  real  estate,  it  app^u^ 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
in  fee  of  the  premises  487  West 
Thirty-ninth  street,  and  assumed 
to  convey  the  premises  412  West 
Fortieth  street  as  executrix  under 


the  will  of  John  K.  Mayer;  in 
said  will  the  testator  first  directs 
the  payment  of  his  debts  and  then 
devises  the  premises  last  named  to 
his  wife,  the  plaintiff,  for  life  or 
during  widowhood,  upon  her 
death  or  remarriage  the  said 
premises  were  devised  in  fee  to 
his  surviving  children  or  their 
issue.  Full  power  was  given  to 
the  plaintiff  as  such  executrix  at 
any  time  and  on  such  terms  aa  she 
might  think  satisfactory  to  sell, 
mortgage  or  lease  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  testator's  real  es- 
tate, and  to  invest  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale  in  good  and  safe  securi 
ties  or  purchase  other  real  estate, 
to  sell  the  said  securities  and  real 
estate  so  secured  or  purchased, 
and  to  continue  the  said  transfer 
or  disposition  of  the  real  estate  of 
said  testator  or  the  proceeds 
thereof  as  long,  and  to  repeat  the 
said  operations  as  often  as  said 
executrix  mif^ht  think  best  and 
proper;  provided,  however,  that 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale  or  other 
disposition  of  said  real  estate  shall 
be  considered  real  estate.  It  fur- 
ther appeared  that  a  Judgment 
had  been  recorded  against  the 
plaintiff,  as  executrix,  as  afore- 
said, in  an  action  commenced 
against  the  said  John  M.  Mayer, 
deceased,  in  his  lifetime,  in  whose 
place  and  stead  the  said  executrix 
was  substituted  as  defendant  pen- 
dente  lite.  It  was  'conceded  that 
this  Judgment  is  still  unpaid,  and 
that  the  personal  property  of  the 
deceased,  m  the  hands  of  said  ex- 
ecutrix, does  not  exceed  the  sum 
of  tl50: 

HM,  that  the  objection  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  power  to  exchange 
the  Fortieth  street  property  is  un- 
tenable. It  would  seem  a  U\x  and 
rational  construction  of  a  power 
as  broad  in  its  terms  as  the  one 
contained  in  the  will,  to  hold  that 
it  would  authorise  a  direct  ex- 
change which  would  accomplish 
Xh%  result  of  a  sale,  and  a  purchase 
of  other  realty  in  a  single  trans- 
action and  carry  into  effect  the 
obvious  intention  of  the  testator: 
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Eeid,  also,  that  the  objection 
that  plaintiff  cannot  give  a  war- 
ranty deed  or  sell  the  property  in 
fee  simple  is  equally  untenable. 
She  could  certunly  give  a  valid 
title  under  the  power  in  the  will 
and,  if  she  saw  fit,  could  give  her 
personal  warranty  of  the  title. 
\Ma/ytr  agt.  McOi/ne,  ante,  78.) 

8.  A  purchaser  has  no  right  to  expect 
from  an  executrix  anything  more 
than  a  covenant  against  her  own 
acts,  but  if  she  contracts  to  give  a 
covenant  of  warranty,  and  actually 
executes  it,  the  covenant  will  l>e 
valid  and  she  will  be  bound 
thereby: 

HM,  further,  that  the  objection 
that  her  testator's  indebtedness 
for  the  jud^ent,  was  an  incum- 
brance and  lien  on  the  property 
for  which  it  could  be  sold  by 
creditors  at  any  time  within  three 
years  from  November  7,  1877,  to 
pay  his  debts  is  fatal  to  the  action 
for  specific  performance.    {Id, ) 

8.  The  'power  of  sale  in  the  will  is 
not  expressly  for  the  purpose  of 

Saying  debts  and  legacies.  It 
oes  not  even  sanction  the  conver- 
sion of  the  real  estate  into  person- 
alty. It  authorizes  the  executrix 
to  reinvest  the  proceeds  of  the  real 
estate  at  her  pleasure  and  in  her 
discretion;  provided,  however, 
that  said  proceeds,  whatever  the 
form  they  may  assume,  shall 
always  remain  realty,  thus  spe- 
cially withholding  the  character 
of  a  personal  fund  accessible  to 
creditors.  Such  proceeds  could 
be  followed  only  m  equity,  and, 
under  the  cdrcumstanoes,  it  would 
seem  that  no  bar  or  liindiance 
would  exist  to  a  creditor's  appli- 
cation for  a  resale  of  the  prem- 
ises.   (Id.) 

4  Equity  will  not  aid  an  effort  to 
impair  or  destroy  the  legal  reme- 
dies of  creditors  or  sanction  an 
attempt  on  the  part  of  an  execu- 
trix to  vest  inaividually  in  her- 
self and  mingle  with  ner  own 
property,  real  estote  which,  until 


her  testator's  debts  are  paid,  is 
chargeable  with  a  trust    {Id.) 


.STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  Under  subdivision  5  of  section  91 
of  the  old  Code,  "an  action  for 
criminal  conversation,  or  for  any 
oUter  ir^ury  to  the  person  or  rights 
of  another,  not  arising  on  contract 
and  not  hereinafter  enumeratedy" 
might  be  brought  within  six  years. 
By  chapter  481  of  1876  (passed 
Afay  twenty-sixth  of  that  year), 
there  was  added  to  section  94  of 
the  Code,  prescribing  the  actions 
which  must  be  brou^t  within  one 
year,  a  second  subdivision,  as  fol- 
lows, viz. :  "An  action  for  in  jury- 
to  the  person."  It  was  provided 
therein  that  the  act  should  take 
effect  July  1, 1876. 

This  action  was  commenced  by 
the  plaintiff  on  July  23,  1877,  to 
recover  damages  for  an  injuxy 
sustained  on  November  22, 1872, 
occasioned  by  his  stumbling  over 
an  obstruction  on  a  sidewalk  in 
the  oity  of  Kingston,  alleged  to 
have  l)een  negligently  suffered  to 
remain  there  by  the  (fefendant: 

HM,  that  since  the  amendment 
of  1876,  an  action  for  injury  to 
the  person  such  as  the  present  one 
must  be  brought  within  one  year 
from  the  time  the  accident  oc- 
curred. 

That  the  amended  act  was  ap- 
plicable to  the  plaintiff's  case,  and 
that  no  action  could  be  maintained 
by  him  after  July  1, 1877.  (Dubois 
agt  Oity  of  Kingston,  20  Hun,  600.) 


2.  The  ptoviidon  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure (old  Code,  see.  99,  sub.  2), 
declaring  that  an  action  shall  be 
deemed  commenced,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
ttons,  when  the  summons  is  de- 
livered to  the  sheriff  or  other 
officer  with  intent  that  it  shall 
actually  be  served,  applied  only 
to  defendants  who  were  parties  to 
the  action  at  the  time  of  suoh  de- 
livery, or  who  were  made  paftiea 
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before  the  itetate  had  ran  against 
the  claim  apon  wMch  the  action 
was  brought    (ShatosLgL  Coek,  1% 

N.  r.,  iw.) 

8.  Such  delivery  of  the  summons 
did  not  prevent  the  running  of  the 
statute  m  favor  of  persons  who, 
although  liable  upon  the  obliga- 
tion sued  upon,  were  not  named 
as  defendants  in  the  sunmons; 
and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
omission  was  b^  design  or  through 
ignorance,  mistake  or  inadvert- 
ence.   (Id) 

L  So,  also,  where  by  order  amend- 
ing the  summons  a  new  party  de- 
fendant was  brought  in,  the  suit 
was  only  commenced  as  to  him 
when  thus  brought  in;  and  if  be- 
tween the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  as  to  the  origi- 
nal parties,  and  the  time  when  tne 
new  defendant  was  brought  in, 
the  period  of  limitation  hsA  ex- 
pirea,  a  plea  of  the  statute  in  bar 
of  his  liability  is  good.    (Id.) 

5,  After  the  satis&ction  of  a  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  pkintifl,  it  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
to  vacate  it  and  to  amend  the 
complaint  bv  adding  new  causes 
of  action,  although  by  so  doing 
the  statute  of  limitations  is  avoid- 
ed. (Hatch  agt  OaUralJiaL  BL, 
78  iV.  r.,  4870 


STAY  OP  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  A  stav  of  proceedings  will  be 
granted  to  enable  a  par^  to  review 
an  order  denying  an  application 
to  make  a  pl^iding  more  definite 
and  certain.  CSrinhtrKoff  agt 
Pmry,  anta,  155.) 

2.  Where,  in  respeot  to  the  original 
pleading,  the  general  term  enter- 
tained an  app^  fix>m  an  order  of 
roecial  term  denying  an  applica- 
tion to  compel  plaintiff  to  amend 
by  making  more  definite  and  cer- 


tain, and  ordered  that  the  com- 
plaint be  so  amended: 

HMt  the  presumption  is  that 
each  appeal  was  properly  enter- 
tained, and  that  the  general  term 
will  entertain  a  second  appeal  in 
the  same  case.    (Id ) 

8.  A  stay  of  proceedings  upon  Judg- 
ment of  foreclosore,  pending  ap- 
peal to  the  general  term,  is  discre- 
tionary and  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
as  matter  of  right  to  a  deficiency 
undertaking.  Where  the  fore- 
cloeure  is  upon  leasehold  prem- 
ises, and  "there  is  a  receivership 
for  application  of  the  rents,  the 
discretion  granting  a  stay  was 
fairly  exercised.  (WSZaon  agt. 
Orant,  rnnta,  850.) 


8TILWELL  ACT. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  has,  before 
the  entry  of  Judgment  in  an  ac- 
tion, been  arrested  and  held  to 
bail  under  an  order  of  arrest, 
which  order  has  not  been  vacated, 
and  where  the  defendant  has  not 
been  discharged  therefrom,  nor 
his  bail  exonerated,  the  plaintiff 
cannot,  after  the  entry  of  Judg- 
mtot,  nrocure  his  arrest  for  the 
same  offense,  upon  a  warrant  issued 
under  and  bv  virtue  of  the  6til- 
well  act  (Townsend  agt  Neben- 
tM,  90  Sun,  81.) 


STIPULATION. 

L  Where  Judgment  absolute  was 
rendered  agunit  a  defendant  in 
aeoordance  with  his  stipnlation, 
given  on  appeal  from  an  order 
granting  to  plaintiff  a  new  trial, 
and  a  reference  was  ordered  to 
ascertain  the  amount  due  to  the 
plaintiff.  Hie  referee  reporting  that 
notliing  was  due  to  the  plamtiff , 
but  thSt  there  ma  a  sum  due  to 
the  descendant  on  his  oounter- 
claim: 

HM,  that  the  defendant's  right 
to  affirmative  relief  was  lost  by 
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tbe  iudgment  rendered  on  his 
stipulation,  and  that  he  could  not 
enter  judgment  for  the  amount 
found  due  him.  {See  The  Beople 
ag^.  Demeon,  ante,  157.)  (B%ui 
agt  EaueeU,  a/rU&,  889.) 

2.  An  oral  agreement  between  the 
parties  to  an  action  on  trial  before 
a  ref eree»  entered  by  a  stenogra- 
pher upon  his  minutes,  leaving  it 
to  the  referee  to  fix  his  own  com- 
pensation, is  not  an  agreement  in 
writing  by  the  parties  for  another 
rate  of  compensation  than  that 
prescribed,  such  as  is  authorized 
by  the  proyision  of  the  Code  of 
I^ocedure  {M  Code,  eee.  818)  regu- 
lating referees'  fees.  (Firei  jffat. 
Bankqf  0.  agt  Ibmqfo,  77  Jf.  T., 
476.) 

8.  If  such  an  agreement  can  be  con- 
sidered one  in  writing,  it  is  not 
binding  as  it  does  not  fix  any  rate 
of  compensation.    {Id.) 

4.  The  cases  holding  that  oral  agree- 
ments between  parties  or  their 
attorneys,  made  in  open  court,  In 
respect  to  matters  connected  with 
the  litigation,  are  binding  and  will 
be  enforced,  have  no  application 
to  such  an  agreement,  as  it  has 
reference  to  a  matter  wholly  col- 
lateral to  the  litigation  which  is 
regulated  by  statute.    {Id.) 

See  AsBsar. 

Maifer  agt  BffthaehOd,  ante,  510. 


STREETS  AND  SffiEWALKS. 

1.  Streets  which  include  sidewalks 
are  for  the  use  of  the  public  at 
large.  Any  obstruction  erected  on 
the  streets  or  sidewalks  without 
the  sanction  of  the  legislature  is  a 
auisance.  {Sip  agt  CbmpMZ, 
ofKs,  888.) 

2.  A  local  municipal  eorporation 
cannot  give  a.yalid  permisBion  to 
any  one  to  occupy  tlte  streets  or 
BldewalkB  with  continiiing  ereo- 
tiona  or  other  obsimctioDS  with- 


out express  power  conferred  by 
statute.    {Id.) 

8.  The  municipal  legislature  of  the 
city  of  New  York  has  no  power 
to  authorize  the  occupation  of  the 
streets  and  sidewalks,  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  the  markets,  with 
stands  and  booths  to  be  kept  and 
maintained  continuously  at  all 
hours  of  the  day.    {Id.) 

4.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  commissioner 
of  public  works  to  remove  aU  il- 
legal obstructions  placed  upon  the 
streets  and  sidewalks.    {Id. ) 


SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  The  acceptance  of  a  chattel  mort- 
gage postponing  the  payment  of 
past  due  installments  of  rent  upon 
a  lease,  and  securing  the  payment 
of  the  subsequent  instaUments  of 
rent  as  they  mature,  does  not  pre- 
vent the  lessor  from  maintainhig 
summary  or  other  proceedings 
founded  on  a  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  Bubeequently  accrued 
installments.  {The  People  ex  reL 
BeaiUe  agt  McAdcm^  ante,  19.) 

2.  In  summary  proceedings  to  recover 
the  possession  of  real  property,  a 
landlord  being  a  non-resident,  but 
owning  property  in  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  cannot  be 
required  to  file  security  for  costs. 
{Hader  agt  Johnson,  ante,  482.) 

8.  This pooeeding  is  not  "such  a 
special  proceeding  instituted  in  a 
court  of  record'^  as  is  contem- 
plated by  section  8279  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.    {Id) 

.4.  Summary  proceedinffs  under  the 
statutes  to  recover  the  possession 
of  lands,  &c,  commenced  before 
one  marine  court  justice  may  be 
continued  before  another  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties.  {People  ex  tvJL 
Jaekaon  agt  MeAdam,  ante,  485.) 

5.  Where  a  tenant  knowingly  sublets 
a  portion  of  the  demised  premises 
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for  a  policy  shop,  the  lease  of  the 
tenant  may  be  annulled  by  the 
landlord,  and  the  tenant  may,  un- 
der the  statute  in  reference  to 
illegal  trades,  be  removed  by  sum- 
mary proceedings,  the  same  as  if 
he  were  an  overholding  tenant. 
(Shato  agt  MeCarty,  ante,  487.) 

0.  After  the  forfeiture  has  once  at- 
tached, it  cannot  be  discharged 
by  the  tenant  abating  the  nuis- 
ance.   The  reasons  stated.    (Id,) 

7.  Where  summary  proceeding  are 
instituted  in  one  of  the  district 
courts  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
to  dispossess  a  tenant  for  non-pay- 
ment of  rent,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  state  in  the  summons  that  the 
premises  are  situate  within  the 
Judicial  district  in  which  the  said 
proceedings  are  instituted.  (/Vo- 
ple  «r  rd.  Vvtehardt  agt  KOLy,  20 
Hun,  549.) 

8.  Although  where  the  piemisee  are 
described  in  the  landlord's  affidavit 
as  situated  on  a  certain  street, 
which  said  street  lies  wholly  with- 
in the  statutory  boundaries  of  one 
of  the  judicial  districts  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  the  court  will  take 
Judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that 
such  premises  are  situated  within 
such  district;  vet,  where  they  are 
described  by  tne  street  and  num- 
ber, and  such  street  extends 
through  two  or  more  Judicial  dis- 
tricts, the  court  will  not,  from  the 
number  of  the  house,  determine 
its  position  upon  the  said  street, 
and  will  not,  therefore,  take  Judi- 
cial cognizance  of  the  Judicial 
district  within  which  it  Is  situ- 
ated,   (/d) 

0.  How  far  a  party  is  bound  by  an 
implied  coxicession  of  the  existence 
of  a  fact    (Id,) 

10.  The  court  will  only  restrain  the 
dispossession  of  a  tenant,  under  a 
warrant  in  summary  proceedings, 
in  cases  of  fraud,  surprise,  or  un- 
due advantage  in  the  actual  con- 


duct of  the  prooeedings.    (Arm- 
itrong  agt  Cumffdngs,  20  Hun,  318.) 

11.  The  court  will  take  Judicial 
notice  that  premises  descnbed  by 
the  street  on  which  they  are  situ- 
ated are  within  a  certain  judicial 
district  where  the  entire  street  is 
within  the  statutory  boundaries 
of  such  district    (Id.) 

12.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  authorizing  the  disposses- 
sion of  a  tenant  by  sumnmrv  pro- 
ceedings, for  non-payment  of  rent, 
are  applicable  to  a  lessee  of  a 
furnished  house  at  a  gross  rent; 
the  furniture  in  such  a  case  is  but 
an  incident,  and  the  rent  issues 
out  of  the  land  only.    (Id.) 


SUMMONS. 

1.  A  summons  or  notice  to  the  de- 
fendant for  the  commencement  of 
a  suit  is  certainly  process  quite  as 
much  as  a  capiat  or  a  subpcena  to 
appear  and  answer  is  process,  and 
must  be  issued  by  the  court  under 
its  seal.  (IhnghttLg^.Merntt,anU, 
820.) 

2.  Asummonssi^edbyanattomey, 
but  not  under  ue  seal  of  the  court, 
is  not  such  process  as  is  intended 
by  the  statute.    (Id,) 

8.  The  power  to  amend  the  process 

S'ven  by  sections  948  and  954  of 
e  United  States  Revised  Statutes 
is  power  to  amend  a  want  of  form 
in  process,  but  does  not  apply  to 
a  sunmions  in  this  form.  There 
must  first  be  a  process  to  be 
amended;  and  a  summons  issued 
in  this  manner  is  no  process.   (Id, ) 

4.  Where  the  defendant,  residing  in 
another  district,  is  enticed  and 
induced  to  come  into  the  district 
where  the  plaintiff  resides  by  the 
false  representations  or  deceptive 
contrivances  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of 
any  one  acting  in  his  behidf,  for 
the  purpose  of  serving  l^gal  pro- 
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cess  upon  him,  and  the  same  is 
served  through  such  improper 
means,  such  service  is  illenil  and 
ought  to  be  set  aside  and  the  pro- 
cess should  be  dismissed.  {Mger 
agt  Bonn,  ante,  496.) 

6.  Where  the  defendant  liad  been 
brought  from  New  York  to  New- 
ark, New  Jersey,  by  a  forged  tele- 
gram, and  on  his  arrival  he  was 
served  with  the  summons  or  writ 
by  the  Deputy  United  States  Mar- 
shal, who  had  been  engaged  by 
plaintiff  to  make  such  service: 

Hdd,  that  although  there  is  no 
pretense  that  the  deputy  marahal 
nad  any  knowledge  of  tne  forged 
telegram,  yet  the  undisputed  facts 
make  such  a  presumption  against 
the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  who  ac- 
companied the  officer,  that  he  is 
called  upon  to  rebut  them  with 

Sroof  that  he  was  not  privy  to  the 
eception  practiced  upon  the  de- 
fendant   {Id.) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEED- 
INGS. 

1.  In  order  to  examine  a  non-resident 
of  the  county  upon  supplementary 
proceeding,  it  must  appear  that 
the  defendant  has  within  the  city 
an  office  for  the  regular  transac- 
tion of  business  in  person,  as  con- 
tradistinguished from  cases  where 
he  transacts  the  same  through 
agents.  (Brcwn  agt.  Gump  €t  aL, 
ant»,  607.) 


WUe(W9kgL 


t,  ante,  M9. 


8.  Where  a  Judgment  creditor  was 
entitled,  at  Uie  time  of  his  death, 
to  institute  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings against  his  debtor,  the 
right  conferred  by  secticm  889  of 
the  Code  upon  his  personal  repre- 
sentative to  institute  and  enforce 
such  proceedinM  was  not  taken 
from  them  by  the  subsequent  re- 

ral  of  said  section  by  suboivision 
of  section  1  of  chapter  417  of 

Vol.  LIX        81 


the  Laws  of  1877,  but  such  right 
was  preserved  and  continued  in 
fuD  force  by  the  qualification  of 
such  repeal  contained  in  section  8 
ofthesaidact  (Pttrdeet^TCU^n, 
dO  Hun,  76.) 


8.  A  Judgment  creditor  is  not  per- 
mitted to  harrass  his  debtor  by 
successive  examinations  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings ;  after  he  has 
once  fully  examined  him,  a  second 
order  wiU  not  be  ^ranted,  unless 
some  good  reason  oe  given  there- 
for, even  though  the  second  appli- 
cation be  founded  upon  another 
Judgment  held  by  the  same  cred- 
itor against  the  same  debtor. 
{Cananan  agt  MeAndrevo,  dO 
Hun,  40.) 

4.  A  receiver,  appointed  in  proceed- 
ings supplementary  to  execution, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  to  en- 
force the  trust  created  bv  the  Re- 
vised Statues (1  R,  8.,  7S8,  eee.  68), 
in  favor  of  the  creditors  of  one 
paying  the  consideration  for  lands 
which  are  conveyed  to  another. 
(Und&noood  agt.  AueUffe,mf.  F., 
6a) 

6.  The  Judgment  debtor  has  no  in- 
terest, leml  or  eauitable,  in  lands 
paid  for  by  him  but  conveyed  to 
another  (see.  61),  and  the  creditor 
derives  no  right  through  him ;  if  a 
creditor  at  the  time  oi  the  convey- 
ance, he  has  simply  an  interest 
created  by  the  statute  as  eeetui 

r)  tnut;  the  trust  does  not  vest 
the  receiver,  and  he  is  not  the 
representative  of  the  creditor  in 
reqMCt  to  it    {Id,) 

6.  Where  a  receiver  has  been  ap- 
pointed in  proceedings  supple- 
mentary to  execution  instituted  in 
favor  of  one  Judgment  creditor,  in 
an  action  brought  by  another  Judg- 
ment creditor,  to  set  aside  suck 
proceedings  on  the  ground  of  col- 
lusion, it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  to  appoint  another  receiver, 
and  to  direct  the  first  receiver  to 
hand  over  to  him  the  property 
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received.    (OtmnoUptigL  Krd^  78 

If.  r.,  ($20.) 


SUPREME  COURT. 

1.  The  Bupreme  court  at  chambers 
or  a  county  Judge  has  not  Juris- 
diction to  grant  a  writ  of  kabeM 
torpus  upon  the  application  of  a 
wife,  living  in  a  state  of  separa- 
tion from  h«r  husband,  raspecting 
the  custody  of  a  minor  chila 
{Ths  I'iBopU  esc  rd.  Ward  agt 
Ward,  anU^  174.) 

d.  The  writ  is  foimded  upon  8  Re- 
vised Statutes  (BaiM  iUhed,,paffe 
168),  and  the  application  muit  be 
made  to  the  supreme  cawrt,  and  it 
must  be  not  oidy  granted  by,  but 
returnable  before  the  auprems 
eourt    (/<f.) 

SURETIES. 

1.  A  mtrety,  upon  an  undertaking 
given  on  an  appeal  to  the  court  or 
appeals  pursuant  to  section  1836 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
who  is  engased  in  the  milling 
business,  and  who  rents  and  oc- 
cupies a  mill  within  the  state  and 
owns  the  machinery  therein,  is  to 
be  deemed  a  "householder/' 
within  the  meaning  of  section  812 
of  the  Code  of  (Jvil  Procedure, 
and  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose 
of  the  undertaking.  (Dekmaier 
et  al  agt.  Byrne,  ante,  71.) 

2.  Where  Justification  of  sureties  on 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  has 
been  inadvertently  aaioumed 
"out  of  court,"  the  appellant  has 
no  such  "  fixed  right  ^'  to  sue  on 
the  undertaking  So  the  general 
term  as  prevents  the  court  from 
directing  the  new  bond  to  be  filed 
nwnc  pro  tunc  {Hdrdi  et  al,  agt 
SdntMnff,  ante,  868.) 


BURROGATEa 

1.  Chapter  894  of  the  LawB  of  1870, 
entitled  "An  act  to  oonfer  addi- 


tional powers  upon  suiTOgates  and 
to  authorize  an  examination  as  to 
the  effects  of  deceased  persons," 
is  unconstitutional,  inasmuch  as 
sections  5  and  6  thereof  are  deart v 
unconstitutional  and  the  act  indi- 
visible. {Matter  tfBoeenthal,  ante, 
827.) 


TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

1.  Henry  Huntmgton  died  in  1846, 
leaving  a  will  whereby  he  gave  to 
his  daughter,  Henrietta!).  Wright, 
the  use  or  income  of  a  certain 
share  of   his  real  and   personal 

greperty,  to  have  and  to  hold  for 
er  lif  e,  and  at  her  decease  the  sud 
share  was  to  go  absolutely  to 
her  heirs.  The  said  Henrietta  D. 
Wriffht  died  in  1865  leaving  two 
children,  to  wit,  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  Wrisht.  By  the 
will  of  their  grandiather  the  ex- 
ecutors and  trustees  were  empow- 
ered to  sell,  convey  and  pay  over 
and  transfer  to  the  different  devi- 
sees their  share  or  portion.  These 
children  took  equally,  sbare  and 
share  alike.  In  1866  and  1868  the 
executors  transferred  real  and  per- 
sonal property  to  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  Wright,  Jointly.  B.  N. 
Huntington  was  the  acting  trustee 
and  executor.  Some  seven  or 
eight  years  ago  accounting  pro- 
ceedings were  had  and  it  wis 
found  that  there  was  still  coming 
to  plaintiff  and  defendant  Wright 
•frem  their  grandfather's  estate 
il90,000.  The  said  executor,  B. 
N.  Huntineton,  made  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
in  1876,  and  a  large  portion  of  the 
proper^  so  assignea  by  him  com- 
prised the  property  of  the  grand- 
father's estate.  All  of  this  prop- 
erty, both  real  and  personal  (wiUi 
some  exceptions  of  minor  import- 
ance), was  transferred  bv  B.  N. 
Huntington's  assignee  to  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  Wright,  jomtlv, 
in  part  payment  of  what  was  still 
coming  to  them  under  the  will. 
The  defendant  Wright,  from  time 
to  time,  received   the  pieowodB 
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from  (he  Joint  sales  of  the  prop- 1 
erty,  which  came  to  him  and 
plamtifl  as  tenants  in  oommon 
from  their  grandfather's  estate, 
and  from  tl^  bonds,  mortga^ 
and  contracts,  the  piaintifl  unitmg 
in  the  deeds,  and  in  some  instances 
uniting  with  the  defendant  in  sat- 
isfying mortgages  that  had  been 
paid  to  the  ddendant  Wright,  but 
it  was  agreed  between  the  parties 
that  the  defendant  should  account 
to  the  plaintiff  on  final  settlement 
for  all  the  moneys  receiyed  by  him 
from  this  property  held  by  them 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  that 
when  they  receiyed  what  they 
could  from  the  estate  the  plaintiff 
was  to  baye  her  share  on  final  set- 
tlement of  the  propertjr  which 
came  to  them  from  their  grand- 
father's estate.  The  defendant 
Wright  has  receiyed  from  this 
joint  property  about  the  sum  of 
$226,888,  ana  has  paid  oyer  to  the 
plaintiff  not  to  exceed  $9,000. 
There  is  still  remaining  of  this 
property,  which  stands  in  the 
name  of  plaintiff  and  defendant 
Wright,  real  estate  of  the  yalue  of 
about  $96,000,  and  personal  prop- 
erty, contracts,  &c«,  to  the  amount 
of  about  $10,000.  On  the  14th 
day  of  Januarjr,  1878,  the  defend- 
ant Wright  made  a  seneral  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
to  the  defendant  Searles,  who  has 
qualified  and  is  now  acting  as  such 
assignee,  and  said  assignee  now 
claims  to  hold  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  one-half  part  of  all  the 
real  and  personal  property  now  re- 
maining in  the  name  of  plaintiff 
and  his  assignor,  the  defendant 
Wright    In  an  action  brought  by 

Elaintiff  for  an  accounting  and  to 
aye  the  property  undisposed  of 
set  apart  to  the  plaintiff,  or  that 
her  half  of  what  the  defendant 
might  haye  disposed  of  be  declared 
a  lien  on  the  legjal  estate  of  Wright 
or  his  assignee  m  the  balance: 

Held,  JInt,  that  where  tenants 
in  common  sell  and  oonyey  prop- 
erty and  one  reoeiyes  the  entire 
purchase-money  the  other  can 
maintain  an  action  Ibr  money  had 


and  receiyed  to  recoyer  his  pro- 
portion of  the  price.  So  he  can 
to  recoyer  his  share  of  the  rents 
receiyed  by  the  cotenant,  but  that 
wiU  not  oar  his  remedy  for  an 
equitable  adjustment  and  lien. 

Second.  That  an  action  of  ac- 
count will  lie  in  this  case.  That 
action  is  in  its  nature  equitable, 
although  giyen  by  statute;  it  was 
before  and  still  is  a  matter  of 
equitable  cognizance.  It  inyolyes 
the  idea  of  agency,  an  implied 
trust,  and  whateyer  remedy  is  ap- 
propriate in  such  an  action  can  be 
myoked  hereby  by  the  plaintiff. 

Third,  That  the  subject  of  the 
tenancy  wbs  the  undiyided  share 
of  the  two  in  the  estate  of  their 
grandfather,  and  the  fact  that  it 
was  handed  oyer  to  them  in  dif- 
erent  parcels  or  by  different  in- 
struments does  not  change  the 
subject  of  the  tenancy.  The 
whole  is  to  be  cMisidered  one  sub- 
ject 

Ibwih.  That  the  plaintiff  has 
an  equitable  lien  on  the  share  of  her 
brother,  the  defendant  Wright,  in 
the  balance  as  it  now  exists  for 
her  share  of  what  her  brother  has 
receiyed  in  excess  of  her. 

J^\fth,  The  rights  of  the  assignee 
of  defendant  Wright  are  no  greater 
tlian  the  rights  of  the  latter  would 
be.  The  assignee  takes  subject 
to  all  equities  of  third  persons. 
(WfiglU  agt  WrigM,  ante,  176.) 


TRiLDE-MARE. 

1.  Where  the  case  clearly  shows  that 
the  plaintilBB  and  those  through 
whom  they  chum  were  the  first  to 
use  the  word  **  royal "  as  a  portion 
of  their  trade-mark  in  connection 
with  flayoring  extracts,  and  haye 
continued  its  use  for  a  considera- 
ble number  of  years: 

Held,  that,  such  appropriation 
of  this  word,  although  it  is  a  com- 
mon  one,  to  distinguish  an  artids 
produced  by  them,  and  although 
it  is  only  applied  to  one  grade  of 
the  article  tney  manufacture,  bnt 
by  which  distmctiye  appellation 
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•  H  bas  come  to  be  known,  dealt  in 
.   and  used,  gives  to  ttieplaintiib  the 

right  to  its  ezclusiTe  use  in  respect 
. .  to  such  production,  and  such  n^ht 

will  be  protected.    (Boy4d  Baking 

Powder  Cfumpany  agt  SherriU  et 

oL,  ante,  17.) 

2.  The  plaintiffs  coined  the  com- 
pound word  **  Ektstro-SUieon  "  and 
applied  it  to  a  polidiing  powder 
prepared  by  them  from  an  infu- 
sorud  deposit.  They  put  up  the 
powder  in  appropriate  packages 
and  acquired  a  large  sale  there- 
for. {SieetnhSiUean  Company  agt 
Tratk,  awU,  189.) 

8.  The  defendant,  with  a  view  to  imi- 
tate their  prepaiation,  prepared  a 
powder  to  be  used  for  the  same 
purpose  and  put  it  up  in  pack- 
ages similar  to  those  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  designated  it  "  EUetric- 
SiUean'*  and  nare  offered  it  for 
sale: 

MM,  that  they  should  be  re- 
strained.   (Id,) 

4.  An  imitation  of  the  packages,  la- 
bels and  manner  of  dressing  goods 
of  another  will  be  restrains  by 
injunction  where  the  party  has 
combined  these  things  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  invade  the  i)laintiff*s 
rights,  secured  b^  their  nrst  adop- 
tion in  combination,  and  in  a  way 
well  calculated  to  deceive  buyers 
of  the  article.  {JSlmOnhSuicm 
Oompamy  agt  La^y,  awls,  469.) 


TRIAL. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  the  defense  was,  in  sub- 
stance, that  defendants  purchased 
for  plaintiff,  and  with  her  money, 
certain  United  States  bonds;  that 
she,  not  desiring  to  be  known  as 
the  purchaser,  they  were  bought 
in  a  defendant's  name,  and  left  in 
their  hands  for  safe  keeping,  the 
note  being  given  as  a  means  of  in- 
suring the  delivery  of  the  bondsl 
when  called  for,  or  of  obtaining! 


a  comp^osation  therefor  if  thev 
were  withheld;  and  that  the  bon<tt 
were  subsequentlv  delivered  to 
plaintiff's  husband,  who  was  her 
authorized  agent.  Upon  the  trial 
one  of  the  defendants  was  allowed 
to  testify  to  conversations  with 

Slaintiff*B  husband,  who  was  then 
eceased,  in  one  of  which  he  re- 
quested witness  to  go  and  pur- 
chase the  bonds  in  his  own  name. 
No  authority  had  been  shown  in 
plaintilfs  husband  to  act  for  her, 
and  the  evidence  was  objected  to 
on  that  ground ;  the  authoritv  was 
Bubseouently  proved,  and  ft  ap- 
peared from  the  record  that  the 
trial  court  knew  that  this  should 
be  established  before  the  declara- 
tions were  competent: 

EM,  that  the  objection  was  sim- 
ply to  the  order  of  proof,  which 
is  always  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  so  was  untenable. 
(P2a<iMragt  Platrm,  78  N.  T.,  90.) 

3.  The  denial  of  a  motion  to  strike 
out  incompetent  evidence  admit- 
ted on  a  Jury  trial  without  objec- 
tion is  not  error ;  it  may  t)e  retained 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court;  the 
remedy  of  the  party  is  to  ask  for 
instructions  to  the  jury  to  disre- 
gard it    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  witness,  in  answering  a 
proper  question,  with  proper  and 
responsive  matter,  testifies  to 
something,  irresponsive  and  in- 
competent, an  objection  does  not 
reach  it;  the  proper  course  is  for 
the  party  to  move  to  strike  out  the 
improper  portion  of  the  answer, 
or  to  ask  instructions  to  the  Jury 
that  they  disregard  it    \ld) 

4  R  MetM,  that  where,  at  the  close 
of  the  evidence  upon  a  Jury  trial, 
both  parties  ask  the  court  to  direct 
a  verdict  in  their  favor  respect- 
ively, it  will  be  assumed  that  they 
intend  to  waive  the  right  of  sub- 
mission to  the  Jury  and  consent 
that  the  court  shali  decide  the 
questions  of  law  and  fact  invoked. 
^oMw  agt.  Adler,  78  N.  T,  387.) 
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B.  But  this  presumption  is  repeOed 
when  the  party  whose  request  is 
denied  thereupon  asks  to  go  to  the 

ijury  upon  the  questions  of  fact. 


6.  A  court  or  Jury  is  not  bound  to 
adopt  the  statements  of  a  witness, 
simply  for  the  reason  that  no  other 
witness  has  denied  them,  and  that 
the  character  of  a  witness  is  not 
impeached;  the  witness  may  be 
contradicted  by  circumstances  *as 
well  as  by  statements  of  others, 
contrary  to  his  own,  or  there  may 
be  such  a  degree  of  improbability 
in  his  statements  as  to  deprive 
them  of  credit  however  positively 
made.    (Id,) 

7.  In  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  death  of  the  wife 
of  a  tenant  who  occupied  rooms  in 
the  rear  of  a  house  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn,  which  was  not  provided 
with  a  fire-escape  as  required  by 
the  ci^  charter  (mo.  87,  Ut  18, 
chap.  868,  LoiMef  1868),  and  which 
was  destroyed  by  fire,  causing  such 
death,  it  appeared  that  if  a  fire- 
escape  had  Deen  placed  at  the  rear 
of  the  house  the  deceased  could, 
and  probably  would,  have  es- 
caped; there  was  no  proof  as  to 
where  fire  escapes  are  usually 
placed,  or  whether  the  front  or 
rear  of  this  house  would  have  been 
the  most  suitable  place  for  one: 

HM,  that  it  was  proper  to  as- 
sume, from  the  structure  of  the 
house  and  of  fire-escapes,  that  one 
would  probably  have  been  placed 
in  the  rear ;  and  that  the  Jury  were 
Justified  in  finding  that  the  de- 
ceased would  have  escaped  had 
the  defendant  discharged  his  duty. 
(WiUy  agt.  MuUedi/,  78  N.  T.,  810.) 

8.  Defendant  had  once  provided  a 
ladder  to  reach  the  scuttle  in  the 
roofi  but  there  had  been  none 
there  for  many  months  before  the 
fire;  the  evidence  tended  to  show 
that  tiie  deceased  knew  where  the 
scuttle  was,  that  she  had  time 
after  notice  of  the  fire  to  reach  it, 
and  that,  as  she  was  making  efforts 


to  escape,  she  probably  tried  to 
escape  in  that  direction  and  failed 
for  want  of  the  laddctr. 

Sekt,  that  this  wlb  sufficient  to 
authorize  a  verdict  for  plaintiff. 
(Id.) 

9.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  alleged  negligence  causing  the 
death  of  plaintiff's  intestate,  the 
court  refused  to  charge  that  the 
jury,  in  estimating  the  damages, 
might  take  into  consideration  the 
fact  that  plaintiff  would  be  entitled 
to  the  property  of  the  deceased  as 
her  next  of  kin: 

RMf  no  error.  (Terrj/  agt.  Jew- 
ett,  78  J\r.  r.,  889.) 

10.  This  action  was  brought  by  plain- 
tiff, as  assignor  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  of  J.,  for  the  alleged  con- 
version of  goods  levied  on  by 
defendant  R.,  as  sheriff,  by  virtue 
of  an  execution  against  H.,  m  favor 
of  the  other  defendants.  Plaintiff 
gave  in  evidence  a  judnnent-roU 
IQ  an  action  brought  by  him  against 
J.,  H.  and  another,  to  determine 
the  title  to  the  goods .  The  Judg- 
ment therein  determined  that  the 
title  to  the  goods  was  originally  in 
H. ;  that  she  transf  errea  them  to 
J.  as  security  for  money  loaned  by 
him,  and  tliat  by  the  assignment 
to  plaintiff  he  acquired  J.%  inter- 
est. Defendants'  answers  alleged 
substantially  that  the  property 
belonged  to  H.  and  was  seized  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  against  her. 
Defendants  offered  to  prove  by 
competent  legal  evidence  the  alle- 
gations of  the  answer;  this  offer 
was  rejected: 

EM,  that  under  the  answer  de- 
fendants had  a  right  to  show  that 
the  transfer  to  J.  was  as  to  them 
fraudulent  and  void,  leaving  tiie 
title  in  H. ;  that  the  offer  was  in 
effect  to  prove  this,  and  its  exclu- 
sion therefore  was  error.  (Bay- 
numde^  Bkhmond,  78  N.  T.,  851.) 

11.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action,  a 
party  holding  the  affirmative  of 
an  issue  is  bound  to  introduce  all 
the  evidence  upon  his  side  before 
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.  be  doeee;  having  rested,  and  the 
opposite  side  having  closed,  it  is 
entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  whether  to  allow  said  party 
to  introduce  new  evidence  to  main- 
tain the  issue,  or  to  re-examine  a 
witness  on  his  part  as  to  transac- 
tions previously  testified  to.  {Mar- 
tkaU  agt.  Ikme$,  78  Jli^  T.,  414.) 

12.  Where  a  party,  as  a  witness  to 
sustain  an  issue  as  to  which  he 
has  the  affirmative,  testifies  to  one 
conversation,  which  is  denied  on 
the  other  side,  he  is  not  entitled, 
as  a  matter  of  right,  to  prove  an- 
other as  to  which  he  has  not  pre- 
viously testified,  even  though  it 
tends  to  support  his  original  state- 
ment   {I(L) 

IS.  A  defense  made  by  way  of  new 
matter  not  constituting  a  counter- 
claim is  deemed  controverted; 
and  p1ainti£F,  without  pleading, 
may  traverse  or  avoid  ft,  and  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  every 
possible  answer  to  it  the  same  as 
u  pleaded,  for  that  purpose  evi- 
dence, admissible  unaer  the  prin- 
ciples of  either  law  or  equity, 
takes  the  place  of  pleading.  (Ar- 
thur agt.  HameHead  F,  In».  Oo,,  78 

14  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  injuries  to  plaintiiTs  horse,  let 
by  him  to  defendant,  alleged  to 
have  been  occasioned  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  latter,  defendant 
claimed  that  the  horse  was  vicious, 
and  evidence  was  given  on  the 
trial,  on  both  sides,  on  that  ques- 
tion. The  court  charged  substan- 
tially that  if  the  damage  was  occa- 
sioned by  a  defect  in  the  horse  or 
harness,  and  would  not  have  oc- 
curred if  those  defects  had  not 
existed,  defendant  was  not  respon- 
sible; also,  that  if  the  defendant 
or  his  servants  were  to  some  extent 
eiiilty  of  negligence,  yet  if  the 
defect  or  default  in  the  property 
did  exist,  and  bat  for  it  the  dam- 
age would  not  have  resulted,  plain- 
tm  could  not  recover.  Subse- 
quently the  court  charged  that  it 


was  incumbent  up(m  plahitiff  to 
show  by  a  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence that  the  horse  was  not  vi- 
cious; this  was  excepted  to: 

Heid,  no  error;  that  the  burden 
of  proof  upon  the  whole  case  was 
upon  plaintiff,  and  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  satisf  v  the  jury 
by  a  preponderance  of  evidence 
that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by 
defendant's  negligence  alone,  and 
that  he  himself  was  free  from  fault 
contributing  to  it;  that  the  charac- 
ter of  the  horse  having  been  as- 
sailed by  evidence,  the  burden 
rested  upon  plaintiif  to  sustain  it, 
or  to  show  that  it  bad  not  contrib- 
uted to  the  injuries.  (Haie  agt. 
Am»,  78Jf.  r.,480.) 

15.  The  court  on  motion,  or  of  its 
own  volition,  may  direct  questions 
of  fact  in  an  action  to  be  tried  at 
circuit  (KeUum  agt  Durfbo,  78 
Jf.  r.,  484.) 

16.  A  cause  was  moved  for  trial  at 
circuit:  by  direction  of  the  court 
it  was  placed  on  the  special  term 
calendar.  The  special  term  or- 
dered additional  parties  to  be 
brought  in  as  parties  defendant 
On  appeal  from  such  order  the 
general  term  reversed  it  and  di- 
rected the  cause  to  be  placed  on 
the  circuit  calendar  for  trial. 

ffM,  that  the  general  term  order 
was  not  appealable;  that  any  ques- 
tion as  to  the  mode  of  trial,  or  as 
to  parties,  could  and  should  be 
raised  upon  trial,  and  an  excep- 
tion taken,  to  be  heard  on  appeal 
from  judgment    (Id.) 


UNDERTAKING. 

1.  A  turetif,  upon  an  undertaking 
given  (m  an  appeal  to  the  court  of 
appeals,  pursuant  to  section  1326 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
who  is  engaged  in  the  mifiing 
business,  and  who  rents  and  occu- 
pies, a  mill  within  the  state  and 
owns  the  machinery  therein,  is  to 
be  deemed  a  *'  householder,"  with- 
in the  xneanbag  of  section  812  of 
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fhe  Code  of  CivU  Procedure,  and 
is  safflcient  for  tlie  purpose  of  the 
undertt^Jng.  iIhkMuU0r  el  aL  agt 
Byrne,  ante,  71.) 

ft.  A  plea  of  former  suit  pending  was 
interposed  in  an  action  upon  an 
undertaking  given  on  appeal.  It 
appeared  tSita  former  action  had 
been  brought,  the  complaint  in 
which  omitted  to  allege  that  notice 
of  Judgment  had  been  served  as 
required  by  the  Code  of  Procedure 
(old  Code,  see.  848);  the  complaint 
was  demurred  to  and  demurrer 
sustained  because  of  this  omission : 
and  before  the  commencement  ox 
tiie  second  action  the  former  suit 
had  proceeded  to  final  lodgment 
on  the  demurrer,  which  jud^ent 
remained  unsatisfied.  Notice  of 
Judgment  was  served  after  the 
commencement  of  the  fixist  and 
prior  to  the  second  action : 

Held,  that  the  plea  was  not  sus- 
tained; also  that  the  former  Judg* 
ment  was  not  a  bar.  (Forter  agt. 
Kingtbury,  Tt  N.T„  164.) 

&  Also,  A^,  that  an  appeal  brought 
in  the  first  action,  after  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  second,  had 
no  retroactive  effect,  so  as  to  sus- 
tain the  plea.  {Id.) 

4.  An  action  was  brought  by  a  cor- 
poration to  recover  possession  of 
personal  property  in  whidi  a 
claim  for  the  immediate  delivery 
of  the  property  was  made.  A  re- 
ceiver of  the  corporation  was  sub- 
sequently appointed  and  was  sub- 
stituted as  plaintiff  in  its  stead; 
judraient  was  rendered  in  favor 
of  defendant,  in  the  usual  form, 
for  a  return  of  the  pro^rty  or 
for  its  value,  and  execution  was 
Issued  thereon,  which  was  retomed 
unsatifiBed.  In  an  action  upon  the 
undertaking  eiven  by  saia  plain- 
tiff <  upon  sucn  chum,  hdd,  that 
defendant  could  not  object  that 
the  execution  was  irregularly 
issued,  it  being  ag^ainst  an  oflBcer 
of  the  court,  and  issued  without 
leave;  that  if  the  execution  was 
improperly  issued  it  oould  only  be 


vacated  by  motion  made  for  that 
purpose,  (Harrieon  agt  WOkin, 
78 -y.  r.,8»0.) 

6.  The  defendants  in  a  replevin  suit 
stipulated  that  the  property  was, 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  that  action,  in  their  possession: 
Seld,thaX  they  were  not  estopped 
thereby  in  the  action  upon  the 
undei&king.    {Id,) 

6.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  upon 
such  an  undertaking  that  the 
property  is  in  such  position  that 
It  cannot  be  reached;  the  under- 
taking can  only  be  satisfied  by  a 
redelivery  of  the  property,  or  by 
payment  of  the  Judgment.    {Td.) 


VENUE. 

1.  Where  two  causes  of  action,  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint,  related 
to  real  property  situated  in  the 
county  of  Kings,  and  the  other 
causes  of  action  related  to  per- 
sonal property  : 

EM,  that  the  place  of  trial 
should  be  changea  from  New 
York,  where  it  was  improjperly 
laid,  to  the  county  of  Eanes. 
(Fletcher  agt.  Cooper,  ante,  878.) 

9.  Section  989  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  considered.    (Id.) 


WAIVER. 

1.  It  seems,  that  where,  at  the  close 
of  the  evidence  upon  a  Jury  trial, 
both  parties  ask  the  court  to  direct 
a  verdict  in  their  favor  respective- 
ly, it  will  be  assumed  Uttt  they 
intend  to  waive  the  right  of  sub- 
mission to  the  Jury,  and  consent 
that  the  court  shall  decide  the 
questions  of  law  and  fact  involved. 
CSbehler  94s:L  Adler,  78  If.  Y.,  887.) 

9.  As  to  whether  when,  after  a  par- 
don, the  Judgment  \jk  a  crimmal 
action  is  afiBrmed  by  reason  of 
prooeedings  upon  the  part  of  the 


Mft 


KBW  TORE  PRAOnCB  REPORTS. 


IHg«8t 


defendant*  he  will  be  deemed  to 
have  waived  the  benefit  of  the 
pardon,  munre.  {Eighmff  airt. 
FiBople,  78  if.  r.,  880.) 

8.  The  calling  of  a  witnen  k  not  a 
waiver  of  the  right  to  object  to 
testimony  Bought  to  be  drawn  out 
on  croes-examinationp  which  is 
incompetent  under  section  99%  of 
Code  of  Procedure.  (See  MSOer 
agt.  Montgomery,  78  K  F.,  28S.) 

4.  A  provision  in  poHcy  of  life  in- 
surance, limiting  time  for  bring- 
ing suit  thereon^  not  waived  by 
receipt  of  costs  m  former  action 
on  policv  where  complaint  was 
dismissed,  or  by  stipulation  there- 
in extending  time.  {8es  Arthur 
agt.  E.  F.  JSU.  Co,,  78  N,  F.,  463.) 

5.  A  notice  declining  a  defective 
offer  of  judfipment,  without  point- 
ing out  defect,  is  not  a  waiver 
thereof.    (See  Bigye  agt  WaffdOL, 


WILL. 

1.  The  second  clause  of  the  will  pro- 
vided :  "  IL  I  give  and  beoueath 
unto  £.  H.  D.,  son  of  W.  G.  D., 
deceased,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand 
dollars  in  trust,  for  the  sole  use 
and  benefit  of  his  two  daughters  " 
(naming  them),  "  to  be  ^ven  to 
them  at  such  times  and  in  such 
sums  as  he  shall  think  proper, 
share  and  share  alike  If  either 
of  them  die  before  receiving  their 
share,  then  the  balance  is  to  be 
given  to  the  survivor: " 

EM,  that  there  is  no  such  am- 
biguity or  uncertainty  as  makes  it 
impossible  to  ascertain  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  nor  is  the 
trust  void  as  being  contrary  to  the 
provision  of  the  statute.  There  is 
BO  suspension  of  the  power  of 
aUenation  beyond  two  lives  in 
being  under  any  circumstances. 
The  trust  terminates  as  to  one-half 
of  the  legacy  upon  the  death  of 
the  first  c&  the  beneficiaries,  and 
as  to  the  balance,  it  terminates 


m>oa  the  death  of  the  survivor. 
Under  no  circumstances  ooukl  the 
trustee  hold  any  portion  of  the 
legacy  after  the  death  of  the  sur- 
vivor.   (Kerr  agt  Doughertif,  ante, 

d.  The  fifth  clause  of  the  will  is  as 
follows:  "V.  I  give  and  bequeath 
imto  the  directors  of  the  Union 
Theological  Seminary  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  the  sum  of  ten 
thousand  dollars,  to  be  invested 
as  a  permanent  fund  in  stocks  or 
bonds  of  the  United  States  or  of 
the  state  of  Kew  York,  the  inter- 
est of  which  shall  be  given  as  sup- 
port to  such  student  or  students 
of  said  seminary  studying  with  a 
view  to  the  Christian  ministry  as 
shall  be  selected  for  the  gift  by  the 
directors: 

Seld,  that  the  objection  that  the 
legacy  being  given  as  support  to 
the  students  of  the  seminary, 
which  is  not  one  of  the  specified 
purposes  of  the  incorporation  of 
the  seminary,  cannot  be  mdn- 
tained,  because,  if  the  object  of 
the  corporation  is  the  instruction 
in  theolocy,  Ac.,  the  support  of 
such  students  would  seem  to  be 
included  in  the  general  scope  of 
the  purposes  of  an  institution  of 
that  description. 

i/sU,  also,  that  the  objection 
that  this  legacy  is  void,  Mcause 
no  purposes,  whatever,  have  been 
enumerated  in  the  act  estabUshing 
this  corporation,  and  no  object  to 
be  attained  by  the  creation  of  the 
same  is  set  forth  in  its  charter,  is 
untenable,  the  "  title"  of  the  act 
of  incorporation  sufllcientlv  iikli- 
cates  the  purposes  and  object  to 
be  attained  by  the  creation  of  the 
same.  The  act  incorporates  the 
Union  Theological  Seminary. 
The  purposes  of  the  institution 
ore  disdncUv  set  forth  in  the  title 
of  the  act  of  incorporation,  ^vlng 
to  the  words  "  Theolofficall9emr- 
naiy"  the  meaning  orcUnarily  ap- 
plied thereto.    (leL) 

8.  The  seventh  dause  of  the  will  is 
as  follows :"  VIL  I  give  and  be- 
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guea^  unto  tbe  Preabytttian 
Board  of  Home  Missions  the  sum 
cf  fiye  thousand  dollars : " 

BM,  that»  a  corporation  which 
is  the  successor  and  representa- 
tive of  another  corporation  cannot 
enforce  the  payment  of  a  legacy 
which  the  original  corporation  had 
no  power  to  receive.  The  legacy 
is,  therefore,  void,  for  the  reason 
that  the  devise  or  bequest  was  not 
executed  at  least  two  months  be- 
fore the  death  of  the  testator,  as 
provided  by  the  act  of  1862  incor- 
porating the  Presb^rian  Com- 
mittee of  Home  Missions  of  which 
corporation  the  Presbyterian 
Board  of  Home  Missions  is  the 
successor.    (Id,) 

4.  The  eighth  clause  of  the  will  is 
as  follows:  "Vni,  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  the  New  York 
Bible  Society  the  sum  of  one  thou- 
sand dollars : " 

Held,  that,  as  this  corx)oration 
was  formed  under  the  general  act 
of  1848,  this  bequest  cannot  be  sus- 
tained, the  will  of  the  testator 
having  been  made  less  than  two 
months  prior  to  his  death.  The 
act  of  1800  does  not  affect  or  re- 
strict the  operation  of  the  two 
months'  clause  of  section  6  of  the 
act  of  1848.    (Id.) 

5.  The  tenth  clause  of  the  will  is  as 
follows :  "X  I  give  and  be- 
queath unto  the  Tniatees  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  the  Presby- 
terian Church  of  the  United  States 
of  America*  for  the  use  of  the 
fund  of  Disabled  Ministers,  the 
sum  of  five  thousand  dollars : " 

Beld,  that  a  becmest,  such  as  is 
now  under  consideration,  is,  if 
made  by  a  citizen  of  Penusvl- 
vania,  beyond  all  question  void. 

Eeii,  further,  that  it  appearing 
that  this  bequest  being  in  contra^ 
vention  of  the  act  of  the  general 
assembly  of  Pennsylvania,  passed 
in  18 '>5,  is  void  in  Pennsylvania, 
the  domicile  of  the  legatee,  it  is 
consequently  void  in  New  Torl^, 
the  domicile  of  the  testator.    (Id.) 


6.  If  the  law  of  the  testator's  domi- 
cile in  terms  forbid  bequests  for 
any  particular  purpose,  or  in  any 
other  way  limits  the  capacity  or 
the  testator  in  the  disposal  of  his 
property  by  will,  a  ffift  in  contra- 
vention of  the  law  of  the  testator's 
domicile  would  be  void  fMrvtfft^rv. 
(Id,) 

7.  The  legacy  contained  in  the 
twelfth  article  of  the  will,  of 
(1,000  to  the  Sabbath  schools  of 
the  Scotch  Presbyterian  Church, 
cannot  be  supported .  There  is  no 
beneficiary  named  who  has  the 
power  to  take.  It  would  be  a  great 
stretch  of  construction  to  put  in 
the  name  of  the  Scotch  Presbyte- 
rian Church  as  beneficiary,  limit- 
ins^  the  use  of  that  legacy  to  the 
Sabbath  schools.    (Id!) 

8.  Where,  as  in  this  case,  the  right 
of  corporations  to  take  by  de'nse 
or  bequest  is  restricted  by  the  law 
of  their  incorporation,  and  is 
thereby  made  subject  either  to  aU 
the  provisions  of  law  relating  to 
devises  and  bequests,  or  subject 
to  the  general  laws  of  the  state: 

fisid,  that  the  legacies  to  the 
Union  Theological  semlnaty,  the 
Presbyterian  Board  of  Home  Mis- 
nons,  the  New  York  City  Mission 
and  Tract  Society  and  the  Presby- 
terian Hospital  are  void  by  reason 
of  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
'  the  act  of  1848,  the  will  of  the 
testator  having  been  made  less 
than  two  months  prior  to  his 
death.    (Id,) 

9.  As  the  limitation  in  section  6  of 
the  act  of  i848  still  exists,  not  hav- 
ing been  affected  or  restricted  by 
the  statute  of  1800,  where  the 
privileges  of  a  eoiporation  are 
made  expressly  subject  to  any  «id 
all  provisions  of  law  (as  was  the 
case  in  respect  to  the  above  cor- 
porations), they  cannot  be  ex- 
empted from  the  operation  of  this 
provision.     (Id.) 

10.  The  direction  that  "  the  legacies 
are  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  the 
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amoanU  can  be  collected  oat  of 
funds  now  invested  on  bond  and 
mortgage  at  tlie  city  of  Grand 
Ri»ias,  Michigan,"  requires  that 
boUi  the  principal  and  interest  of 
the  prop^7,  as  fast  as  received, 
shoiUd  form  the  fund  ont  of  which 
the  legacies  should  be  paid,  (id) 

11.  There  is  no  valid  objection  to 
the  validity  of  the  bequest  to  the 
widow  dunnff  her  life  of  the  net 
income  of  the  estate  after  the 
payment  at  the  legacie&  The 
testator  intended  to  nve  to  his 
widow  the  income  of  all  the  estate 
after  the  payment  of  the  legacies, 
and  the  executors  named  m  the 
will  are  the  trustees  under  the  will 
to  hold  the  estate  during  the  life- 
time of  the  widow  and  collect  the 
income  therefrom,  and  pay  the 
same  to  her  during  her  Ufa  This 
evident  intention  of  the  testator 
cannot  be  defeated  because  of  the 
failure  of  certain  of  the  legacies 
to  vest.  There  is  no  rule  of  con- 
struction which  imposes  such  a 
penaltv  because  a  will  contains  an 
invalia  legacy.    (Id.) 

12.  The  eighteenth  clause  of  the  will 
is  as  follows :  "  XVTII.  I  give  and 
bequeath  all  the  principal  left  of 
m^  estate  after  the  death  of  my 
wife,  Amelia  Kerr,  to  the  societies, 
seminary  or  institutions  named  in 
the  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  ninth  and 
tenth  articles  or  bequests,  to  be 
divided  according  to  the  several 
amounts  so  bequeathed  pro  rata: " 

Held,  that,  the  above  bequests 
are  subject  to  the  act  of  1860,  and 
are  valid  only  to  the  extent  of  one 
half  of  the  estate  of  the  testator, 
the  valid  legacies  previouslv  given 
being  included  in  that  one-half. 

Held,  also,  that  the  residuum  is 
not  given  to  these  corporations  as 
a  class,  but  that  the  proportion  of 
each  is  distinctl]^  specified  in  the 
will,  and  that,  if  any  of  the  be- 
quests are  void,  as  to  such  be- 
quests, the  testator  has  died  intes- 
testate  and  they  must  be  distri- 
buted under  the  statute  of  distri- 
bution. 


BM,  further,  that  the  bequests 
in  the  fifth  article  of  the  will  to 
the  Union  Theological  Seminary, 
and  in  the  seventh  article  thereof 
to  the  Presbyterian  Board  of 
Home  Missions,  and  in  the  eighth 
article  thereof  to  the  New  York 
City  Bible  Society,  and  in  the 
ninth  article  thereof,  to  the  New 
York  City  Mission  and  Tract  So- 
ciety, and  in  the  tenth  article 
thereof  to  the  Trustees  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  the  Presby- 
terian Church,  ftc.,  and  in  the 
twelfth  article  of  the  will  to  the 
Sabbath  School  of  the  Scotch 
Presbyterian  Church,  and  in  the 
thirteenth  article  of  the  will  to  the 
Presbyterian  Hospital,  are  void 
and  that  the  testator  has  died  in- 
testate as  to  the  sums  mentioned 
in  said  void  bequests,  and  the 
same  must  be  distributed  to  his 
widow  and  next  of  kin,  according 
to  the  statute  of  distribution,  (/d) 

18.  Where  the  testator,  by  his  will, 
gave  his  son  T.  H.  &  $10,000,  in 
trust,  and  directed  him  to  put  the 
same  at  interest  on  good  security, 
and  with  the  interest  thereof,  or 
so  much  as  might  be  necessary  for 
that  purpose,  to  support  and  main- 
tain the  testator's  aaughter,  A  S., 
in  a  decent  and  comfortable  man- 
ner, or  at  his  discretion  to  give  and 
pay  to  her  annually  the  whole  of 
the  interest  thereof ;  and,  at  her 
decease,  the  testator  gave  the  said 
$10,000  to  all  the  children  of  A. 
S.,  then  living,  equally,  but  if  she 
should  die  without  lawful  issue 
then  living,  the  will  gave  the  same, 
equally,  to  his  son,  daughter  and 
grandson,  naming  them,  and  to 
their  legal  representatives,  respect- 
ively. A.  S.  was  a  lunatic  and  so 
remained  until  her  death.  She 
died  without  issue.  The  income 
of  the  $10,000  was  more  than  suffi- 
cient to  pay  for  her  proper  sup- 
port, and  several  thousand  dollars 
of  unexpended  income  had  accu- 
mulated at  the  time  of  her  death 
in  the  hands  of  the  trustee : 

SUd,  that  accumulated  income, 
arising  under  the  facts  above  indi- 
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cated,  should  go  to  those  entitled 
to  Uie  principal  sum  from  which 
the  inoome  was  derived ;  that  as 
to  this  fund  of  $10,000,  which  had 
been  carved  out  of  his  estate  by 
the  testator  and  distinctly  set  apart 
to  be  invested,  and  which  after  the 
death  o^  his  daughter  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  persons  named  b v  him, 
the  same  should  carry  with  it  to 
the  legatees  the  interest  or  income 
which  it  had  earned,  and  which 
was  not  expended  for  his  daugh 
ter's  maintenance.  (EJUngtoood 
agt  BsoTV,  ante,  50S.) 


WITNESSEa 

1.  An  order  requiring  a  party  to  an 
action  to  appear  for  examination 
before  trial,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(TMto  (Mb,  9ee.  870,  et  teq.),  must  be 
served  personally  upon  him;  a 
service  on  his  attorney  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  give  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion to  punish  him  for  not  obeying 
the  order.    {IWfo  agt.  Baker,  77 

jsr.  r.,  88.) 

8.  The  provision  of  the  act  of  1851 
(M6.  88,  ehap.  184,  Lawi  of  1851)  in 
reference  to  the  snrv^  and  meas- 
urement of  land,  which  prohibits  a 
surveyor  from  testifying  "  respect- 
ing the  survey  or  measurement  of 
lands"  made  by  him,  unless  he 
riudl  make  oath,  if  required,  that 
the  chain  or  measure  used  bv  him 
conformed  to  the  state  standards, 
applies  only  to  surface  surveys 
and  measurements,  not  to  meas- 
urements as  to  the  quantity  of 
material  taken  from  an  excavation. 
UfoMomtJU  agt  &<win,  Tt  N.  F., 

8.  The  statute  being  restrictive  of  a 
common  law  rule  should  not  be 
extended  beyond  its  fair  import 
and  intent.    (Id,) 

4.  A  conviction  of  a  person  of  a 
felony  in  another  state  does  not 
render  Mat  incompetent  as  a  wit- 


ness here.   {Not  TV.  Ot>.  agt  Qlea- 

9on,  77  Jf,  t,  400.) 

6.  This  rule  is  not  affected  by  the 
iact  that  at  the  time  he  is  offered 
as  a  witness  the  term  of  his  sen- 
tence has  not  expired.    (Id.) 

6.  While  the  evidence  of  an  accom- 
plice should  be  carefully  scruti- 
nized, it  is  for  the  jury  to  determ- 
ine what  weight  snould  be  given 
to  it  (iV:  r.  Guar,  and  Ind,  Co. 
agt.  Gleaeon,  76  if.  F.,  604.) 

7.  Whether  more  weight  should  be 
given  to  the  testimony  of  two  ac- 
complices, and  whether  and  to 
what  extent  they^orroborate  each 
other  are  matters  for  Uie  jury. 
(Id.) 


WRIT  OP  ASSISTANCE, 

1.  At  9  A.  M.,  on  the  18th  day  of 
May,  1874,  one  Fountain  entered 
a  Judgment  in  his  favor,  in  an 
action  of  *  ejectment  brought  by 
him  against  one  Scudder  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  a  house 
and  lot  in  cSlmira.  A  writ  of  pos- 
session was  issued  thereon  to  the 
sheriff,  requiring  him  to  deliver 
possession,  "without  delay/'  in 
pursuance  of  which  he.  accompa- 
nied by  one  Arnot,  the  assignee 
of  Fountain's  right,  went  to  the 
house,  told  Scudder  that  he  wanted 
immediate  possession,  refused  his 
request  for  a  delay,  took  the  keys 
of  the  front  and  back  doors  and 
put  them  in  his  pocket,  and  pro- 
ceeded, with  his  assistant,  to  re- 
move Scudder's  property  from  the 
house. 

At  1  p.  v.,  of  the  same  day,  he 
was  served  with  an  order  staying 
all  proceedings  upon  the  judgment 
and  the  writ,  pending  the  decision 
of  i  motion  for  a  new  trial  After 
he  had  read  the  order  he  stopped 
the  further  removal  of  the  goods, 
told  a  person  in  the  house  that  she 
had  better  go  out,  as  he  was  going 
to  lock  up  the  house,  and  having 
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locked  the  doore  went  away,  leay< 
ing  a  deputy  in  posseasioii. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
adjudging  the  Bherill  guilty  of  a 
contempt  in  yiolating  Uie  stay  of 
proceeoingB,  and  imposing  a  fine 
upon  him  therefor;  hM,  that 
iLmot,  as  the  assignee  of  Foun- 
tain, was,  by  virtue  of  the  judg- 
ment, entitled  to  take  possession 
of  the  premises  if  he  could  do  so 
peaceably. 

That  the  sheriff  could  take  pos- 
session as  his  affent,  and,  having 
done  so,  rightfully  commenced  to 
remove  the  defendant's  ffoods. 
{Feo^  ex  rd,  Soudder  agt  Vooper, 
^  Hun,  Am,) 

2.  That  when  served  with  the  order 
staying  all  further  proceedings 
Amot  was  already,  by  virtue  of 
what  had  been  done,  in  possession 
of  the  premises;  thAt  the  sheriff 
was  not  required  to  turn  out  Amot 
and  reinstate  Scudder  in  posses- 
sion, and  that  his  failure  so  to  do 
did  not  render  him  gnihy  of  a 
contempt    {Id.) 


WRIT  OF  PROHIBITION. 

1.  There  can  be  no  appeal  from  an 
order  of  the  marine  court  granting 
a  new  trial  without  the  stipulation 
required  by  the  act  of  1874.  Nor 
have  the  provisions  of  chapter  479 
of  the  Laws  of  1875  abrogated  or 
repealed  the  provisions  or  the  act 


of  1874.    {People  ex  nL  SaUoe  agt 
TaXufti,  ante,  269.) 

2.  The  absence  of  the  stipulation 
and  the  appeal  from  the  order 
assuming  the  appeal  was  regular 
under  the  act  of  1875,  took  the 
case  out  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1874  and  left  the  court  of 
common  pleas  to  the  exercise  of 
the  discretion  vested  in  that  court 
in  such  cases  by  subdivision  2  of 
section  4^  of  chapter  479  of  the 
Laws  of  1875,  and  the  exercise  of 
that  discretion  is  not  reviewable 
at  a  special  term  of  tliis  court  on 
the  extraordinary  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion.   {Id.) 

8.  The  relator,  if  aggrieved  by  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  because  of  any  irregularity 
of  form,  has  a  plain  remedy  by 
application  to  that  tribunal  for  the 
correction  of  the  judCTient,  this 
court  should  not  interfere  by  pro- 
hibition while  so  simple  and  easy 
a  remedy  lies  open  to  the  relator. 
(Id.) 

4.  As  there  was  no  lawful  appeal 
which  could  give  the  court  of  com- 
mon i^eas  Jurisdiction  under  the 
statute,  the  case  has  remained  in 
legal  contemplation  in  the  marine 
court,  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
general  term  granting  a  new  trial, 
and  this  court  will  not  interfere 
with  the  ftmctionsof  that  tribunal 
in  this  case  by  a  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion.   {Id,) 
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corporation 288 


ARREST. 

Order  of,  in  action  for  divorce 
brought  by  wife  against  hus- 
band—when may  lawfully 
issue  —  application  for,  may 
be  made  to  Judgeout of  court 
in  first  Judicial  district 181 

Party  not  entitled  to  two  arrests 
for  the  same  cause  under  the 
Code  and  under  the  StUweU 
act 102 

Order  of — false  representations 
and  deceit  —  repudiation  of 
settlement  because  of  fraud — 
surrender  of  notes  in  settle- 
ment— condition  of  uphold- 
ing order — filing  notes  with 
clerk  in  lieu  of  tender  or  sur- 
render—  when  so  filed  order 
of  arrest  will  be  sustained 
though  no  tender  or  surrender 
was  made  before  suit 876 

Judgment  as  affecting  order  of,  410 

When  court  no  power  to  inter- 
pose condition  on  vacating 


order  of — that  defendant  will 
not  sue  for  false  imprison- 
ment  510 


ASSIGNJSE. 

In  bankruptcy,  •  may  maintain 
action  for  partition 281 

For  the  benefit  of  creditors — 
his  duty  as  to  payment  of 
taxes  on  assigned  real  estate,  251 

Right  of,  to  procure  his  dis- 
charge upon  a  composition 
deed,  without  an  accouniinff 
— order  of  discharge  procurea 
by  an  assignee  ex  parte,  no 
proceeding  for  an  accounting 
being  instituted  is  irregular 
and  will  be  vacated ft&i 


ASSIGNMENT. 

When  and  to  what  extent  ex- 
amination and  inspection  of 
books  and  papers  of  assignon 
will  be  ordered 98 


ATTACHMENT. 

What  must  be  stated  in  affidavit 
upon  which  it  is  procured. . .    68 

When  may  issue  against  na- 
tional banks  or  their  property,  218 

What  must  be  stated  In  the  affi- 
.  davit — when  facts  stated  on 
information  and  belief  are 
evidence. 897 

What  is  an  actual  application  of 
attached  property  under  sec- 
tion 682  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure 402 

Effect  of  failure  to  serve  or  pub- 
lic the  summons  within  thir- 
ty days  —  who  may  move  to 
vacate 881 
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ATTORNEY. 


PAAB. 


Effect  of  the  death  of  a  party  to 
an  action  pending  as  to  the 
power  and  duties  of  his  at- 
torney  885 

What  he  may  char^  for  his 
services  in  obtaining  a  pen- 
sion  , 459 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

Their  relations  as  to  comi>en- 
sation — attorneys'  charges 
against  executors — attorney 
not  entitled  to  charge  for  his 
services  as  a  lobyist 867 


B. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Discharge  in,  and  by  composition 
proceedings,  how  pleaded  . .      08 

Jurisdiction  of  supreme  court  in 
action  by  an  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy to  recover  estate  of 
bankrupt — assi^ee  in  bank- 
ruptcy mi^  mamtain  action 
for  partition — leave  of  bank- 
ruptcy court  not  necessary  — 
two  years*  limitation  of  bank- 
ruptcy act  no  application 331 

A  claim  for  unliquidated  dam- 
ages arising  soldy  from  a  tort 
not  provable  in 486 

Claims,  for  unliquidated  dam- 
ages occaaionea  by  tort  not 
provable  in 489 


BONA  FIDE  HOLDER. 

What  constitutes  an  indorsee  of 
negotiable  paper  a  holder  for 
vshie  so  as  to  exclude  the  equi- 
ties of  antecedent  parties. . . .  298 


c. 


CEMETERY  LOT. 

PAOS. 

When  cannot  be  mortgaged  or 
conveyed 484 


dTIZENSraP. 

Proof  of  *—  when  secondary  evi- 
dence may  be  resorted  to ... .  000 


CODE  OF  CIVIL  PROCEDURE. 

Section  149 —  a  defendant's  right 
to  the  jail  liberties  under  tnis 
section  is  not  affected  hf  a  di- 
rection that  he  should  give  an 
undertaking  as  prescribed  by 
subdivision  1  of  section  575. .  181 

Section  816  —  the  provision  of 
subdivision  8  of  this  section 
which  declares  that  the  marine 
court  "  has  not  Jurisdiction  of 
an  action  against  an  executor 
or  administrator  in  his  repre- 
sentative capacity/'  does  not 
affect  the  power  of  the  court 
to  continue  an  action,of  which 
it  had  acquired  Jurisdiction, 
in  case  of  the  death  of  one  of 
the  parties 418 

Sections  875-879  —  proceedings 
under  these  sections  are  spe- 
cial and  defendant  is  entitled 
to  twenty  dajrs'  notice 97 

Sections  420,  549,  1314— when 
necessary  to  apply  to  the  court 
for  Judgment  by  default ....    454 

Section  488  —  the  defect  of  par- 
ties defendant  for  which  a 
demurrer  may  be  interposed 
under  this-  section,  is  a  defi- 
ciency but  not  a  misjoinder. .  288 

Sections  524,  526— under  these 
sections  denial  of  allegations 
in  the  complaint  may  be  made 
on  information  and  belief  . . .  206 
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PASB. 

Section  950 — when  order  of  ar- 
reet  in,  action  for  divorce 
brought  by  wife  against  hus- 
band will  be  sranted  under 
subdiTision  4  01  this  section..  181 

Section  576 — an  order  of  arrest 
is  not  irregular  which  pre> 
scribes  the  form  of  undertak- 
ing as  directed  in  subdiTi- 
sion 1 181 

Section  576 — at  what  time  a  de- 
fendant may  apply  to  vacate 
an  order  of  arrest  under  this 
section 411 

Section  801  ^  when  a  sheriff  has 
become  liable  as  bail  by  rea- 
son of  the  failure  of  sureties 
to  justify,  the  special  term  has 
power  to  grant  him  6uch  fur- 
ther time,  after  answer,  as  it 
deems  Just,  to  make  surrender 
of  defendant  —  what  must  be 
shown  to  entitle  sheriff  to  such 
relief 104 

Section  604 — when  injunction 
will  not  be  granted  under  this 
section 509 

Section  686— an  attachment  held 
bad  ab  initio  because  of  failure 
to  comply  with  this  section,  in 
omitting  to  state  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entiUed  to  recover  the 
sum  specified  over  and  above 
all  counter-claims,  Ac 68 

Section  682 — what  is  an  actual 
applicatioi\  of  attached  prop- 
er^ under  this  section  so  as 
to  bar  the  fight  of  tiie  subse- 
Quent  lienor  to  move  to  vacate 
the  same 408 

Section  770 — under  this  section, 
in  the  first  Judicial  district, 
what  applications  may  be 
made  to  a  Judge  out  of  court,  181 

Section  812 — who  to  be  deemed 
a  householder  within  the 
meaning  of  this  section 71 


Section  878 — when  order  for 
the  examination  of  a  defend- 
ant before  trial  should  be 
allowed 821 

Section  878 — when  order  for 
the  examination  of  adverse 
party  before  trial  will  not  be 
granted 472 

Section  082 — ^when  venue  should 
be  changed 878 

Section  1022— what  constitutes 
such  a  decision  of  the  court 
as  is  required  by  this  section 
to  authorize  entry  of  Judg 
ment  thereon 881 

Section  1022  —  what  is  meant 
by  "  decision  '*  as  used  in  ttoB 
section.. 885 

Section  1278— under  this  section 
Judgment  cannot  be  confessed 
by  one  of  several  Joint  debtors 
so  as  to  bind  the  debtors  not 
Joining  in  the  confession  ....  879 


Section  1290 — when  and  under 
what  circumstances  a  defend- 
ant entitled  to  ask  that  a  Judg- 
ment be  opened  and  be  be 
allowed  to  come  in  and  de- 
fend  


Section  1886— suflldehcy  of  a 
surety  upon  an  undertaking 
given  on  appeal  to  the  court 
of  appeals  pursuant  to  this 
section 71 

Sections  1704, 1706 — replevin — 
chattels  —  how  reclaimed  by 
defendant 467 

Section  2487 — what  is  neces- 
sary under  this  section  to  en- 
titln  a  party  to  a  warrant  of 
arrest  inst^Eul  of  an  order  to 
examine  a  Judgment  debtor. .  452 


Section  2458^  in  order  to 
amine  a  non-resident  of  the 
county  upon  supplementary 
proceedings,  it  must  appear 
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that  the  defendant  has  within 
the  city  an  office  for  the  regu- 
lar transaction  of  business  in 
person,  as  contradistinguished 
irom  cases  where  he  transacts 
the  same  through  agents  .... 


PA«S. 


507 


Section  8169  —  the  failure  to  al- 
lege in  the  language  of  this 
section  that  the  defendant  is 
an  adult  is  not  material 897 

Section  8279  —  summaiy  pro- 
ceedings to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  land,  not  "  such  a 
special  prooeedjng  instituted 
in  a  court  of  record"  as  is 
contemplated  by  this  section,  432 

CODE  OP  PROCEDURE. 

Section  845— when,  under  this 
section  defendants  who  sever 
in  thei^  defense  and  succeed 
on  the  trial,  are  entitled  to 
separate  bills  of  costs 490 

COLLECTING  AGENT. 
Duty  and  n^gligenoe  of 10 

COMMISSIONERS. 

Appointed  to  ascertain  damage 
to  owners  of  property  taken 
for  the  widening  of  a  street  or 
avenue  and  assess  the  same — 
when  court  will  not  interfere 
with  their  findings  and  con- 
clusions   228 


COMMISSIONERS  OP  EXCISE. 

In  the  city  of  New  York,  their 
authority  to  grant  ale  and  beer 
licenses 859 

COMPLAINT. 

A  subsequent  separate  cause  of 
action  cannot  be  upheld  by 


PAOK. 

allegations  contained  in  a 
preceding  one,  unless  they 
are  connected  therewith  by 
projicr  averments 91 

In  action  against  a  corporation 
for  conspiring  with  others 
to  injure  the  defendant  by 
slanderous  utterances  —  suffi- 
ciency of 104 

Based  upon  an  alleged  agree- 
ment, when  objection  based 
upon  absence  of  an  averment 
of  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition precedent  well  taken. .  122 

Denial  of  allegations  in,  may  be 
made  upon  information  and 
belief 206 

In  action  against  two  defend- 
ants, when  sufficient 288 

EfPect  of  ^eral  denial  of  alle- 
gations in,  except  as  after- 
wards admitted  to  be  true....  274 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Chapter  894  of  the  Laws  of  1870, 
entitled  "An  act  to  confer 
additional  powers  upon  surro- 
gates, and  to  authorize  an  ex- 
amination as  to  the  effects  of 
deceased  persons,"  is  uncon- 
stitutional     827 


Vol.  LIX 


88 


CONTEMPT. 

When  proceedings  to  be  deemed 
to  have  been  terminated  for 
the  purpose  of  review 417 


CORPORATIONS. 

How  far  section  6  of  the  act  of 
1848  is  applicable  to  bequests 
*o 44 


0»8 


NEW  YORK  PRACnCB  REPORTS. 


Index. 


COSTS. 

In  action  or  foreclosure  of  me- 
chanic's lien,  how  paid 210 

Kot  allowed  in  ex  parte  order . .  829 

When  the  court  of  appeals,  in 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
general  term  ordering  anew 
trial,  with  jud^nnent  absolute 
for  the  plaintiff,  said  "with 
costs,"  what  costs  carried ....  889 

In  summary  proceedings  ^  non- 
resident landlord  not  required 
to  file  security  for 482 

When  and  when  not  defendants 
who  sever  in  their  defense  and 
succeed  on  the  trial,  are  enti- 
tled to  separate  bills  of  costs,  400 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 

Right  of  defendant  to  recover  a 
Judgment  for,  against  the  state,  157 


D. 

DECISION. 

Upon  the  trial,  by  the  court,  of 
whole  issue  of  fact  without  a 
lury,  what  must  do  to  author- 
ize entry  of  Judgment  upon 
it 881 

What  is  meant  by,  as  used  in 
section  1022  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  —  effect  of 
death  of  a  party  before  the 
decision  is  actually  signed  or 
rendered  against  him 885 


DEMURRER. 

That  there  is  a  misjoinder  of 
parties  defendant,  no  ground 
of 288 


DIVORCE. 


Allowance  to  wife — change  of 
decree  as  to  support  of  cbxh 
dren • 265 


E. 

ELECTION  OF  REMEDIEa 

Accepting  Judgment  and  taking 
out  and  enforcing  execution 
by  plaintiff,  deemed  an  elec- 
tion to  treat  goods  as  the  prop- 
erty of  defendant,  and  plain- 
tiff cannot  afterwards  change 
his  ground  to  that  of  wrong- 
ful taking  and  conversion.  •  • «    85 


EQUITABLE  LIENS. 

What  necessary  to  the  existence 
of 889 


EXAMINATION. 

Of  defendant  to  enable  plaintiff 
to  prepare  his  complaint — to 
what  extent  dilowed 888 


EXAMINATION  BBFORE 
TRIAL. 

Restriction  of,  the  proper  course 
is  by  motion  to  define  and  limit 
thescc^.of  ..•.. 899 


EXAMINATION  OP  PARTIES. 

When  order  to  examine  defend- 
ant before  trial  should  be  al- 
lowed  821 

What  affidavit  must  state  to  Jus- 
tify an  6rder  for,  hetore  trial,  411 

4 

Before  trial — when  tftdet  t6T 
will  not  be  granted 472 
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EXECUTION. 


FAGS. 


Issued  against  a  city  marshal  on 
district  court  judgment** to 
whom  to  be  returned 129 

Against  the  person — effect  of 
omission  to  return  within 
sixty  days 272 

In  action  against  Aeriff  for  false 
return  —  the  mere  issuing  of 
prior  executions  no  defense. .  854 


EXSCUTORa 

Their  renunciation  after  letters 
lamed — its  effect — executors 
trustees 214 


F. 

FEES. 

Of  sheriff  or  referee  on  a  sale 
under  foreclosure 478 


P0RECL08URB  OP  MORT- 
QAGK 

Who  proper  parties  where  bond 
is  executed  by  a  person  other 
than  Uie  mortgagors 120 


POREIGN    INSURANCE    COM- 
PANIES. 

Penalty  for  not  filing  bond,  right 
to,  taken  away  by  the  legisla- 
ture—  Laws  ot  1879,  chapter 
158 28 


IFOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

When  and  when  not  action  will 
lie  upon 512 


GEI^ERAL  GUARDIAN? 


FA«a. 


May  maintain  action  in  his  own 
name  to  recover  debts  due  to 
his  ward 24 


H. 

HABEAS  CORPUa 

Where  and  to  whom  application 
for  the  writ,  in  behalf  of  wife 
living  in  a  state  of  separation 
from  her  husband,  respecting 
the  custody  of  a  minor  child,  ' 
must  be  made 174 

To  whom  application  for  the 
writ  must  be  made — form  of 
petition 287 


L 

INJUNCTION. 

When  party  will  be  restrained 
from  using  a  word  used  by 
another  as  a  trade-mark 189 

Under  section  604  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  when  will 
not  be  granted 508 

INSOLVENCY. 

Must  be  proved,  and  will  not  be 
presumed  . . . , 10 


INSOLVENTS  DISCHARGE. 

Meaning  of  "just  and  fair" — 
when  discharge  will  be  denied,  186 

When  discharge  will  be  denied 
—  proceedings  which  are  not 
"just  and  fair"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute 145 


/ 
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What  must  be  shown  to  prevent 
— ^meaning  of  *'  just  and  fair  " 
as  used  in  statute  —  when  en- 
titled to  discharge ...  148 


INSOLVENT   INSURANCE 
COMPANY. 

Power  of  the  court  to  order  pay- 
ment to  counsel  employed  by 
the  company  out  of  funds  in 
the  hands  of  the  receiver, 
though  they  were  unsuccess- 
ful in  the  litigation 239 


INSPECTION  OP  BOOKS  AND 
PAPERS. 

Of  assignors,  when  and  to  what 
extent  such  examination  will 
be  ordered 98 


INSURANCE. 
Rights  of  policyholders 468 


J. 


JOINT  DEBTORS. 

Proceedings  to  bind  —  parties 
not  summoned  in  action  on 
joint  contract  may  be  sum- 
moned after  judgment  —  time 
of  service 97 


JUDGMENT. 

For  deficiency  in  mortgage  fore-  ■ 
closure  suit,  when  and  under 
what  circumstances  defend- 
ants entitled  to  ask  that  the 
same  be  opened  and  they  al- 
lowed to  come  in  and  defend,  226 

Confession  of,  by  one  of  several 
joint  debtors  does  not  bind 
the  debtors  not  joining  in  the 
confession 879 


PACl 


As  affecting  order  of  arrest. . .  •  410 

By  default,  when  neceasary  to 
apply  to  the  court  for 544 


JUDICIAL  SALE. 

When  purchaser  will  be  relieved 
from  purchase 361 


JURISDICTION. 

Of  state  and  federal  courts  — 
when  action  in  state  courts 
will  be  sta^'ed  pending  an  ap- 
peal to  United  States  supreme 
court 78 

Supreme  court  at  chambers  or  a 
county  judge  no  jurisdiction 
to  grant  wnt  of  habeas  carpus 
upon  application  of  wife  re- 
specting custody  of  a  minor 
child 174 

Of  state  courts  over  national 
banks 218 

Of  supreme  court  in  action  by 
an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  to 
recover  estate  of  bankrupt. . .  281 

Of  state  courts  to  restrain  the 
publication  by  one  patentee 
of  malicious  libels  concerning 
another's  business,  who  is  sell- 
ing a  similar  article  of  manu- 
facture  856 


JUSTICES'  COURTS. 

Regularity  of  proceedings  there- 
in —  irregularities  which  will 
not  affect  a  judgment 404 


L. 

LACHES. 
What  is  an  essential  element  of,  842 
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LAW  AND  PACT. 

What  aTerment  a  conclusion  of 
law  and  not  allegation  of  fact,    91 


LIEN. 

Right  to  personal  judgment  in 
action  to  foreclose  a  lien  under 
Laws  of  1878,  chapter  815. . .  455 


MANDAMUS. 

The  proper  remedy  to  compel 
city  officers  to  perform  their 
duty  as  to  the  removal  of  ob- 
struction of  streets. 277 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Extending  the  application  of  the 
rule  in  relation  to  co-servants,  197 

Distinction  between  a  servant 
and  a  representative  of  a  cor- 
poration  258 


MARINE  COURT. 

Of  the  city  of  New  York,  may 
revive  an  action  and  continue 
it  against  an  executor 413 

Summary  proceedings  com- 
menced before  one  justice  how 
continued  before  another. . . .  465 


MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

Sub-contractor,  filing  a  lien  after 
an  assignment  by  his  con- 
tractor, is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  against 
the  owner,  contractor,  and  his 
assignee,  and  is  not  compelled 
to  share  in  the  general  fund  — 


FAeB. 

effect  of  the  assignee  having 
paid  the  amount  of  the  lien  to 
the  county  clerk ...  210 

When  it  attaches 845 


MORTGAGE. 

Foreclosure  of — judgment  for 
deficiency  —  when  and  under 
what  circumstances  motion  to 
set  aside  such  judgment  may 
be  made 226 

Upon  cemetery  lot — when  in- 
valid  884 

MORTGAGE   FORECLOSURE. 

When  motion  to  open  default 
and  set  up  defense  of  usury 
should  be  granted 842 


NEGLIGENCE. 

Of  a  machinist — as  affecting 
master  and  servant. 197 

Liability  of  a  corporation  for 
the  negligent  acts  of  an  em- 
ploye   258 

Contributory  negligence  ques- 
tion for  jury 288 


NEW  YORK  (CITY  OP). 

Election  of  aldermen  —  power 
of  supreme  court  to  determ- 
ine upon  quo  wa/rrarUo  as  to 
whether  a  person  was  dulv 
elected  and  qualified  for  such 
office 106 

Unlawful  obstruction  of  the 
streets — duty  of  commission- 
ers of  public  works  and  the  su- 
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FA«B. 


perintendent  of  incumbrances 
— mandamus  the  proper  rem- 
edy to  compel  them  to  perform 
their  duty 


277 


Unauthorized  obstructions  on 
streets  and  sidewalks — duty 
of  conmiissioner  of  public 
works  to  remove '. . . . .  888 


NUISAKCB. 

Obstructions  erected  on  streets 
and  sidewalks,  when  a  nuis- 
ance  888 


0. 

OFFICERS. 

* 

De  facto  and  de  jurs  —  their 
rights  as  to  salary  after  judg- 
ment of  ouster 106 


OFFICER  DE  FACTO. 
When  his  acts  will  be  sustained,  404 


ORDER. 

Issued  by  a  Judge  haying  Juris- 
diction, person  no  right  to  dis- 
regard it  even  if  it  be  errone- 
ous     262 

Vacating  an  order  is  Judicial 
authority  that  it  should  not 
have  been  granted 419 


P. 

PATENTS. 

Bights  of  rival  patentees  in  pub- 
fishing  their  claims 856 


PABTIE& 


In  action  by  general  guardian 
of  infant  for  her.  s^arate 
share,  the  other  infants  are 
not  necessary  parties  to  the 
suit — separate  suits  may  be 
brought  for  each  share 24 

Who  are  proper,  in  action  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage,  where 
bond  is  executed  by  a  person 
other  than  the  mortgagors. . .  190 

In  an  action  by  a  receiver  of  a 
savings  bank  against  the  trus- 
tees, seekinff  to  hold  tiiem 
personally  liable  for  alleged 
breaches  of  duty  with  resj^ct 
to  loans  and  aispoeition  of 
the  moneys  of  the  bank,  the 
legal  representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased trustee  are  properly 
Joined — the  persons  to  whom 
the  loans  are  charged  to  have 
been  made  are  not  necessary 
parties  defendant 808 

Who  are  necessary  parties  to  a 
foreclosure  of  a  mechanic's 
lien 845 

Who  are  proper  parties  in  ac- 
tion a^inst  trustee  of  manu- 
f acturmg  company  to  enforce 
a  personal  liabiHtv  for  permit- 
ting the  indebteaness  of  the 
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stock 421 


PARTITION. 

Assignee  in  bankruptcy  may 
maintain  action  for 281 


PARTY  WALL 


What  would  be  a  proper  or 
improper  use  of,  not  to  be  de- 
cided upon  aflidavits 175 
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Effect  of  failure  of  bank  pend- 
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Effect  of  general  denial  in  an- 
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In  supplementary  proceedings^  262 

On  appeals  from  order  of  gene- 
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appeal  to  general  term,  discre- 
tionary—  plaintiff,  not  enti- 
tied,  as  matter  of  right,  to  a 
deficiency  undertaking 850 


Justification  of  sureties  on  ap- 
peal— effect  of  adjournment 
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false  return,  the  mere  issuing 
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Rights  of  accommodation  ma- 
ker or  indorser 118 
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RAILROAD  FORECLOSURE. 

Computation  of  amount  due — 
what  must  be  shown  to  sustain 
averment  of  inadequacy  of 
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Of  an  insolvent  hisurance  com- 
pany—power of  the  court  to 
order  payment  to  counsel  em- 
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runds  in  his  hands  though 
they  were  unsuccessful  in  the 
litigation 289 
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To  assess  damages  upon  injunc- 
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fees  of,  will  be  enforced  ....    42 
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To  what  extent  the  rule  applies 
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bal declarations  or  loose  con- 
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to  proof  of 85 
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respect  to  loans  and  disposi- 
tions of   the  moneys  of  the 
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shown  to  entitle  sheriff  to 
such  relief 194 

Action  against,  for  false  return — 
mere  issuing  of  prior  execu- 
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STAY. 
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undertaking 850 
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forced      42 
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surrogates,  and  to  authorize 
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moneys  under  the  proyisions 
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Power  of  executrix  to  sell  or 
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ERRATA. 


In  the  case  of  FUteker  agt.  Cooper  (ante,  page  874),  sixth  line  of  the 
opinion,  for  the  word  "fourth,"  read  **jflr«</"  for  the  word,  "second," 
on  the  eighth  line  from  the  bottom,  read  ^*  reednd,** 

In  the  case  of  Tripp  et  ai,  agt  Saunden  (ante,  page  880),  first  line,  for 
the  word  "their,"  read  ''thsee.'* 
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